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IRAQ AFTER THE SURGE: MILITARY
PROSPECTS

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 2, 2008 (A.M.)

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:34 a.m., in room
SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Joseph R. Biden, Jr.
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Biden, Kerry, Feingold, Nelson, Menendez,
Cardin, Webb, Lugar, Hagel, Coleman, Corker, Voinovich, Mur-
kowski, Isakson, and Barrasso.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR.,
U.S. SENATOR FROM DELAWARE

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order.

Chairman Lugar and I welcome this panel. What a distinguished
panel to start off our hearings. We're going to have about a week’s
worth of hearings in preparation for, and following on, the antici-
pated testimony of General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker, and
we really appreciate folks of your stature being willing to come
back, time and again, to this committee to give us the benefit of
your judgment. And we truly appreciate it.

Nearly 15 months ago, in January 2007, President Bush an-
nounced that he was going to engage in a tactical decision to surge
30,000 additional American forces into Iraq. The following Sep-
tember, when Ambassador Crocker and General Petraeus testified
before the Congress, they told us that the surge would start to
wind down this spring, at which point they would give the Presi-
dent and the Congress their recommendations for what should
come next. And that’s the context of the 2 weeks of hearings that
we start today in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and
for—and the context for several basic questions that we’re going to
be asking.

The first of those questions, at least from my perspective, is—has
the surge accomplished its stated goal? Not merely—“what has the
surge accomplished?”—but “has it accomplished its stated goal?”
And the next question, obviously, is, Where do we go from here
with the surge? Do we continue it? Do we pause? Do we drawdown
to presurge levels? But, much more importantly, where do we go
from here? What has it accomplished? And what does it—does it
lead us closer to the stated objective of the President of having a
stable—I'm paraphrasing—a stable Iraq, not a threat to its neigh-
bors, and not endangered by its neighbors, and not a haven for ter-
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ror? Does it get us closer to that goal? And if not, why? What do
we have to do? And if it does, how much do we have to continue
it?

And we also heard, yesterday, from the intelligence community,
in a closed session—Senator Lugar and I have sort of, I guess, in-
formally instituted the notion that we—in these serious hearings—
and they’re all serious, but these matters relating to Afghanistan,
Pakistan, Iraq, points of real conflict, potential conflict, we—the
whole committee participates, in a closed hearing, with the intel-
ligence community, to give us a context, the most current context
that the intelligence community thinks we’re operating in. And
that’s what we began with yesterday, in a closed session; we heard
about the security, political, and economic situation in Iraq, and
the trend lines in the months ahead, and the new—it just so hap-
pened that, even though the hearings were scheduled, the National
Intelligence Estimate for Iraq came out yesterday, and we had an
opportunity to thoroughly discuss that with the community.

And this morning we’re going to hear from experts on the mili-
tary aspects of the surge and what our military mission and pos-
ture should be when it ends, or if it should end. At other hearings,
we're going to question experts on the political situation in Iragq.
Now, I don’t mean to so compartmentalize this. I know each of
the—each of our witnesses has the capacity to speak to the political
dynamics, as well, and theyre welcome to do that. But, we have
somewhat artificially divided it today between the military and po-
litical aspects of the consequences of the surge.

And then we're going to do what I think is sort of an obligation
for us to do, and that is try to imagine a reasonable best-case sce-
nario for what Iraq might look like in the year 2012. I mean, what
is the objective here? What are we hoping to accomplish? And what
can we do to help us get there? And—and, I guess, parentheti-
cally—is it worth it? We'll look at the long-term security assur-
ances the administration has started to negotiate with Baghdad, as
well, in these 2 weeks of hearings, to determine whether or not
they require congressional approval or they require a rise of the
level of a treaty, or are they merely Status of Forces Agreements?
It’s unclear, at this moment. And we'’re going to be going into depth
on that.

And then we’re going to bring back Ambassador Crocker and
General Petraeus to learn their recommendations for a post-surge
strategy.

Violence in Iraq has declined significantly from its peak in 2006
and 2007. Many of us in this committee have recently been to Iraq.
Our staff has been there extensively and written recent reports,
coming back. There’s no question, violence is down. And it’s no
small measure because of the—our military and the job they did,
as they always do with incredible valor and with dispatch. But,
these gains are somewhat relative. Violence is back to where it was
around 2005. I'm always forced, whenever I say anything about vio-
lence being down, my wife looking at me and saying, “Yeah, but
how many—how many are still being killed?” And so, Iraq remains
a very dangerous place, and very far from normal.
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And there are other factors that have contributed, besides the
valor of our military and the planning of General Petraeus, I be-
lieve, contributed to a reduction in violence.

First, the Sunni Awakening Movement, which preceded the
surge, and which the administration helped sustain—and I agree
with them; it’s not a criticism—Dby paying monthly stipends to tens
of thousands of former insurgents, that has had a major impact on
the reduction in the violence.

Second, Sadr’s decision to declare—until last week, and now
again—declare and extend a cease-fire with the Mahdi—his Mahdi
Militia. That cease-fire is looking somewhat tenuous, but, nonethe-
less, it has played a major role in the reduction in the violence.

And third, and tragically, the massive sectarian cleansing that
has left huge parts of Baghdad segregated along sectarian lines,
and reduced the opportunities for further displacement and killing,
over 4 million people—a couple of million inside the country, a cou-
ple of million outside the country.

And these are three major factors, I believe—and I'd like the
panel to let me know whether they think I'm wrong about that—
that I believe have contributed significantly, beyond—beyond the
valor of our military, to the reduction of violence. But, they’re all
tenuous. All of these underscore the fragility of the so-called gains
that we’ve achieved, and it highlights that, while the surge may
have been a tactical success, it has not yet achieved a strategic
purpose, which was to bide time for political accommodation among
the Iraqi warring factions. Thus far, that strategy appears to have
come up short. Iraqis have passed several laws in recent weeks,
but it remains far from clear whether the government will imple-
ment those laws in a way that promotes reconciliation, instead of
undermining it.

Meanwhile, from my perspective at least in my business, there’s
no trust within the Iraqi Government in Baghdad, there’s no trust
of the government by the Iraqi people, and there’s no capacity—
there’s very little; I shouldn’t say “no”—there’s very little capacity
on the part of the government to deliver basic security and
services.

Assuming the political stalemate continues, the critical military
questions remain the same as they were when President Bush an-
nounced his surge, 15 months ago. What should be the mission of
our Armed Forces? Why are they there? What is the purpose?
Should we continue an open-ended commitment with somewhere
near 150,000 troops, hoping the Iraqis will eventually resolve their
competing visions for the country? Should we continue to interpose
ourselves between Sunni and Shia, and seek to create a rough bal-
ance of forces, or should we back one side or the other? Should we
continue to intervene in the intra-Shia struggle for power? I re-
member, I think—I don’t want to get him in trouble, but I think
I remember talking with General McCaffrey, some time ago, and
us both talking about how—the inevitability of a Shia-on-Shia war.

I mean, they're—you know, I went down, a year ago, into Basra,
with a British two-star, and we sat there, one of my colleagues
said, “Tell me about the insurgency,” and the British two-star said,
“There is no insurgency down here, Senator,” and then he laid out
what was going on, which is pretty straightforward. He said—I
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think he used the phrase, “The various Shia militia,” both well
organized, like the Badr Brigade, and hard-scrapple groups that
are—that were coming up—he said, “They’re like vultures, like
mafia dons. They’re circling the corner, waiting for us to leave, to
see who’s going to be in control.” Yet, no one wanted to hear us
talk about the fact that this intramural war—civil war—fight was
inevitable.

And so, what should be our posture? Did it make sense for us
and the British to go in and essentially pick sides in this one?
Their government is in competition with other Shia parties from—
in an upcoming election. Did we do the right thing? Or should we
move to a more limited mission, one that focuses on counterter-
rorism, training, and overwatch, as the British have done in south-
ern Iraq? Or should we withdraw, as the calls are coming a little
more clearly—should we withdraw completely, according to a set
timetable? What are the military and strategic implications of each
of these missions? What mission can we realistically sustain, and
for how long, given the stress of our Armed Forces? At least three
of you have extensive experience dealing with the opportunity costs
this war is presenting to us. The stress and strain. The Pentagon
testified yesterday before the Armed Services Committee, talking
about how beleaguered our military is, and how we can’t sustain
this very much longer. And so, there are some questions I hope this
highly respected panel will be willing to address.

In the interest of time, I'm going to keep the introductions much
briefer than each of your public service warrants.

General McCaffrey is a former SOUTHCOM commander. He’s
president of BR McCaffrey Associates, one of the most decorated
military people in the—alive and engaged today, an adjunct pro-
fessor of international affairs at the United States Military Acad-
emy, and, as a measure of his courage and undaunting valor, he
actually took on the job of being a drug czar, which is, maybe,
almost as difficult as doing anything else. That’s where he and I
first go to know each other pretty well, and it’s a delight to have
him here.

LG William Odom, who has served as director of the National Se-
curity Agency from 1985 to 1988. He is currently a senior adviser
at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and a voice
that is always, always listened to and widely, widely respected.

And Ms. Flournoy, who served in the 1990s as the Principal Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat Reduc-
tion. She is currently the president of the Center for New American
Security.

And GEN Robert Scales, he’s a former commander of the U.S.
Army War College, and he’s the president and cofounder of the
Colgen defense consulting firm.

And, again, we welcome all of you and look forward to your testi-
mony. But, before I yield to the witnesses, in that order, I'd like
to yield to my colleague Chairman Lugar.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD G. LUGAR, U.S.
SENATOR FROM INDIANA

Senator LUGAR. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I join
you in welcoming our distinguished panel to the Foreign Relations
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Committee this morning. We appreciate, especially, the study that
our four witnesses have devoted to Iraq and their willingness to
share their thoughts with us today. The Foreign Relations Com-
mittee seeks sober assessments of the complex circumstances and
policy options that we face with respect to United States involve-
ment in Iraq. We are hopeful that our hearings this week, in ad-
vance of the appearance next Tuesday of General Petraeus and
Ambassador Crocker will illuminate the progress that has been
made in Iraq, as well as the barriers to achieving our objectives.

Clearly, conditions on the ground in many areas of Iraq improved
during the 6 months since our last hearings. We are grateful for
the decline in fatalities among Iraqi citizens and U.S. personnel,
and the expansion of security in many regions and neighborhoods.

The violence of the past week is a troubling reminder of the fra-
gility of the security situation in Iraq and the unpredictability of
the political rivalries that have made definitive solutions so dif-
ficult. Despite security progress, the fundamental questions related
to our operations in Iraq remain the same. Namely, will the Iraqi
people subordinate sectarian, tribal, and political agendas by shar-
ing power with their rivals? Can a reasonably unified society be
achieved despite the extreme fears and resentments incubated dur-
ing repressive reign of Saddam Hussein and intensified during the
last 5 years of bloodletting? Even if most Iraqis do want to live in
a unified Iraq, how does this theoretical bloc acquire the political
power and courage needed to stare down militia leaders, sectarian
strongmen, and criminal gangs, who frequently have employed vio-
lence for their own tribal and personal ends? And can the Iraqis
solidify a working government that can provide basic government
services and be seen as an honest broker?

We have bemoaned the failure of the Baghdad Government to
achieve many political benchmarks. The failure of Iraqis to orga-
nize themselves for effective governance continues to complicate
our mission and impose incredible burdens on our personnel. But,
it is not clear that compromises on political and economic power-
sharing would result in answers to the fundamental questions just
stated. Benchmarks measure only the official actions of Iraqi lead-
ers and the current status of Iraq’s political and economic rebuild-
ing effort. They do not measure the degree to which Iraqis intend
to pursue factional, tribal, or sectarian agendas over the long term,
irrespective of decisions in Baghdad, and they do not measure the
impact of regional players, such as Iran, who may work to support
or subvert stability in Iraq. They also do not measure the degree
to which progress is dependent on current American military oper-
ations, which cannot be sustained indefinitely.

The violence during the past week has raised further questions
about the Maliki government. Some commentators asserted that
operations by Iraqi Security Forces in Basra are a positive dem-
onstration of the government’s will and capability to establish order
with reduced assistance from the United States. Others claim that
in attacking militias loyal to Muqtada al-Sadr, the government of
Prime Minister Maliki was operating on a self-interested Shiite fac-
tion, trying to weaken a rival prior to provincial elections.

Regardless of one’s interpretations, the resulting combat poses
risks with the voluntary cease-fire agreements that have been cru-
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cial to the reduction in violence during the last several months.
This improvement in stability did not result from a top-down proc-
ess of compromise driven by the government; rather, it came from
a bottom-up approach that took advantage of Sunni disillusionment
with al-Qaeda forces, the Sadr faction’s desire for a cease-fire, and
America’s willingness to work with and pay local militias to keep
order. We need to assess whether these voluntary cease-fires can
be solidified or institutionalized over the long term, and whether
they can be leveraged in some way to improve governance within
Iraq.

For example, can the bottom-up approach contribute to the en-
forcement of an equitable split in oil revenue? Can it be used to
police oil smuggling? Can it provide the type of security that will
draw investment to the oil sector? Can it sustain a public bureauc-
racy capable of managing the civic projects necessary to rebuild the
Iraqi economy and to create jobs? If the utility of the bottoms-up
approach is limited to temporary gains in security, or if the Bagh-
dad Government cannot be counted upon to be a competent gov-
erning entity, then United States strategy must be revised.

As we work on the short-term problems in Iraq, we also have to
come to grips with our longer term dilemma there. We face limits
imposed by the strains on our volunteer Armed Forces, the eco-
nomic costs of the war, competing foreign policy priorities, and
political divisions in our own country. The status of our military
and its ability to continue to recruit and retain talented personnel
is especially important as we contemplate options in Iragq.

The outcome in Iraq is extremely important, but U.S. efforts
there occur in a broader strategic, economic, and political context.
The debate over how much progress we have made in the last year
may be less illuminating than determining whether the adminis-
tration is finally defining a clear political-military strategy, plan-
ning for follow-on contingencies, and engaging in robust regional
diplomacy.

I thank the chairman for calling this series of hearings, and look
forward to our discussions with this distinguished panel this morn-
ing, and an equally distinguished group this afternoon.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.

Why don’t we begin in the order I introduced you, beginning with
General McCaffrey, and moving to his right, in that order.

And we will—when we get to questions, gentlemen. Is 7 minutes
OK? We'll do 7-minute rounds.

So, General, welcome back. It’s a pleasure to have you here. I'm
anxious to hear what you have to say. I've read your testimony,
but—please.

STATEMENT OF GEN BARRY McCAFFREY, USA (RET.), PRESI-
DENT, BR McCAFFREY ASSOCIATES LLC, ADJUNCT PRO-
FESSOR OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, U.S. MILITARY ACAD-
EMY, ARLINGTON, VA

General MCCAFFREY. Well, let me thank you, Senator Biden and
Senator Lugar and the committee members, for the chance to be
here and to join Michelle Flournoy and Bill Odom and Bob Scales,
all of whom I've known and worked with over the years.
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Let me, if I may, offer—they’re already, I think, in the committee
hands

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

General MCCAFFREY [continuing]. This presentation, which——

The CHAIRMAN. It’s been handed out.

General MCCAFFREY [continuing]. Sort of a summary of our Joint
Forces Command Working Conference I keynoted a couple of weeks
ago, and that’s a shorthand way of following the arguments I have
been making. I've submitted a sort of an outline of the comments
that I would make this morning, if I went through nine assertions
on where I think we are.

And let me also, sort of, strike a note of, if I can, complement
the two of your opening statements. That says it all. Those are co-
herent, comprehensive. It asks the right questions. You sort of
wonder, “How did we end up in this mess?” given your pretty acute
understanding of the situation on the ground.

Let me, if I can, just talk generally.

First of all, there’s no question there’s some good news here. The
best news is, we've got Secretary Bob Gates in the Pentagon, so the
tone of the national security debate has gone from irrational and
arrogant to one of cooperation. I think Dr. Rice is now empowered
to begin using the tools of diplomacy. The people we've got on the
ground in Iraq, this Ambassador, Ryan Crocker, is an absolute con-
summate professional. He’s changed the nature of the way we
coach-work with the Iraqi factions. Dave Petraeus, the general we
put on the ground, I think’s a national treasure. I've watched this
guy since he was 25. He’s probably the most talented person we've
had in uniform in the last 40 years, and his tactics have changed
the nature of this struggle dramatically. I say “tactics” advisedly.
The whole notion of getting out of the base camps into the down-
town urban areas, colocating Iraqi police and army, clearly was
courageous. It incurred significant casualties. It helped change the
nature of the struggle.

And then, finally, I think, we ought to take account—we’ve got
a fellow there, LTG Jim Dubick, and a pretty good team, now, try-
ing to stand up these Iraqi Security Forces. So, they've gone from
the police being uniformed criminal organizations to—we put all
nine national brigades back through retraining, new uniforms,
fired eight of the nine brigade commanders; they're starting to get
equipment. The Iraqi Army is appearing now in significant num-
bers. We're just now beginning to build a maintenance system, the
medical system, medical evacuation, command and control. We
should have done that, clearly, 4 years ago. But, I think that’s mov-
ing in the right direction.

Now, contrast that, though—it seems to me—and I just came
out, in December—that the Maliki government, in a general sense,
is completely dysfunction. There isn’t a province in Iraq, from the
ones that are in Kurdish north, that are economically and politi-
cally doing OK, to the incoherent situation in Basra, where a cen-
tral government holds sway, where electricity, oil production, secu-
rity, health care—there’s no place in Iraq where that government
dominates, at provincial level. And it’s not likely to do so. So, Mr.
Maliki is one of the few people in Iraq who doesn’t have his own
militia, and he’s not much of a power figure. Hard to know where
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that’s going. He needs provincial elections, a hydrocarbon law. He’s
got to get consensus from among competing Shia groups. He’s got
to deal with corruption. That government is incompetent; but, even
worse, it’s corrupt at a level that it’s hard to imagine. And then,
finally, he’s got to reach out to the Sunnis.

The other thing that’s going on is that the Iranians are playing
an extremely dangerous role, particularly at this phase, where we
still have enormous combat power in Iraq. They are actively arm-
ing, equipping, providing belligerent political purpose, providing
money, providing out-of-country training to Shia factions. There
was some argument, in the past years, they’ve provided some sup-
port to the Sunni insurgency. If they encourage, which I don’t be-
lieve they are, a general uprising among the Shia, in the next 3
months, we’ll be able to deal with it, militarily; it would be a dis-
aster, politically. But, if—as the months go by, as we withdraw
from Irag—and withdraw, we will; we’ll get down to 15 brigades by
July; I assume we’ll drop to a lower number by the time the admin-
istration leaves office—we’ll actually get in a militarily threatening
situation, where these people, the Shia, sit astride our lines of com-
munication back to the gulf. We'll actually be in a risk situation.

Now, it’s added to by—by the way, the other thing, I think it’s
widely not talked about inside the Beltway—the other good news
we've got is U.S. Armed Forces in country. I mean, I say—I have
to remind people, 34,000 killed and wounded—a tiny Army and
Marine Corps and Special Operations—some of these kids are on
their fourth, or more, combat tour. I just went to a brigade of the
101st—brigade commander and 400 of his troops were on their
fourth year-long deployment. So, we’ve run this thing to the wall,
and they’re still out there.

I did a seminar of 39 battalion commanders in Baghdad, and
what struck me, listening to them, for a couple or 3 hours, was
that—not that they were such great soldiers, which they are, but
that they were the de facto, low-level Government of Iraq. They're
trying to do health care and jump-start industry and create wom-
en’s rights groups and doing call-in radio shows for the mayor to
respond to. It was just unbelievable, what these people are doing.

That Army is starting to unravel. And GEN Dick Cody, God bless
him, came over here and laid it on the line yesterday. We have a
huge retention problem. Mid-career NCOs, our high-IQ, competent,
experienced captains, are leaving us. We've got a significant re-
cruiting problem. I'd say, you know, just a general order of mag-
nitude, 10 percent of these kids coming into the Army today
shouldn’t be in uniform—non-high-school graduates, Cat-4B, felony
arrests, drug use, psychotic medication. We’ve got a problem. And
the problem is multiple deployments to Iraq, where their dad and
mom are saying, “Don’t you go in, even for the college money.
They’ll hold you hostage, given stop-loss, for the next 8 years.” The
Army’s starting to unravel.

U.S. air and naval power is not resourced appropriately. Our Air
Force is starting to come apart. The Navy’s the smallest since pre-
World War II. You know, down the line, 15 years from now, when
we’re trying to do deterrence on the legitimate emergence of the
People’s Republic of China into the Western Pacific, we’d better
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have F-22 and modernized naval forces, and a new airlift fleet, or
we won’t be able to sustain deterrence.

And then, finally, as you look at the Army globally, we’re now
hugely reliant on contractors. I don’t know what the numbers
really are—120,000 in Iraq, maybe 600 killed, 4,000 wounded. They
do our long-haul logistics, our long-haul communications, they
maintain all the high-technology equipment. We need to go back
and readdress the manpower of the U.S. Army and Marine Corps
to decide, Do we really want to be so reliant on these patriotic,
hardworking, effective contractors, who, at the same time, aren’t
uniformed, and, when things really go critical, will not, and cannot,
stay with us?

The CHAIRMAN. General, when you say—if 'm—excuse me for in-
terrupting—when you say “contractors,” you're referring, as well, to
personnel who are toting weapons, not just contractors building
buildings. You're talking about——

General MCCAFFREY. A lot of these contractors are flying armed
helicopters, they’re carrying automatic weapons, they have hun-
dreds of armored vehicles. But, in addition, it’s Turkish truck-
drivers——

Tl?e CHAIRMAN. No; I got it. I just wanted, for the record, to
make

General MCCAFFREY. Right.

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. Sure we knew what that phrase en-
compassed. [——

General MCCAFFREY. Some of them are egregiously wrong. Some
of them, by the way, it’s appropriate. I think it’s good to have con-
tractors maintaining communications gear and computers in a bri-
gade TOC. That’s OK. It’s hard to imagine why the U.S. Marine
Corps doesn’t provide external security for a U.S. ambassador in a
combat zone, as opposed to a private contractor. So——

The CHAIRMAN. No; I just wanted to make sure—I knew—I just
wanted to make sure, for the record, everyone understood that.

General MCCAFFREY. Right.

Well, you hear a lot of debate about the contractor community.
I put in my remarks: Without the contractors, the war grinds to
an immediate halt, because we simply can’t sustain it without
these civilian businesses that are supporting us.

Final note, if you will, is one, really, a point toward the future.
Personal viewpoint—and I say this as a soldier—there’s no political
will to sustain the current national security strategy in the United
States. Period. It’s over. So, we're going to come out of Iraq in the
next 2, 3 years, largely. We’re going to hope that our internal strat-
egies, the two of you have already articulated, allows a government
to form, that we have provincial elections, where there’s some legit-
imacy at lower level, that the Iraqi Security Forces can maintain
order, not us. But, out of Iraq, we will come.

And the jury’s out on what’s going to happen next, in my view.
I don’t—I am modestly optimistic. These people are courageous,
they’re smart, they don’t want to be Lebanon or Pol Pot’s Cam-
bodia. But, certainly the events of the last week just underscore the
chaotic nature inside the three major factions, never mind the cur-
rent civil war between Shia and Sunni, and the next war that will
take place, which will be the struggle between Iraqi Arabs and the
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Kurdish north. It'll be fought over ground and oil. And that’s com-
ing. The question is, Can we buffer that? Can we reduce that out-
come?

And, as you mentioned, all of this, of course, is compounded by
4 million refugees and a brain drain. The dentists, the engineers,
they’re leaving, they’re going to Syria, Iran, France. A sensible per-
son gets out of there right now, if they can.

On that note, let me, again, thank you for the chance to lay down
some of these ideas, and I'll look forward to responding, sir.

[The prepared statement of General McCaffrey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEN BARRY MCCAFFREY, USA (RET.), PRESIDENT, BR
MCCAFFREY ASSOCIATES LLC, ADJUNCT PROFESSOR OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS,
U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY, ARLINGTON, VA

I. Thanks to Committee: Chairman Biden and Ranking Member Senator Lugar.
II. Honored To Join: Hon. Michele Flournoy, LTG Bill Odom, MG Bob Scales.

III. Was honored to submit earlier to the committee the briefing slides I used as
opening keynote speaker on 19 March 2008 at USJFCOM Joint Operating Environ-
ment Workshop here in Washington, DC. These slides summarize my views on the
general status of U.S. National Security Policy in the global environment. You may
find them helpful as a shorthand summary of my views on the employment of mili-
tary power in the coming years to defend America.

IV. Purpose of Hearing: “Iraq after the Surge: Military Prospects.” Let me offer nine
general conclusions.

1. The tactical situation in Iraq is for now enormously improved; casualties to
U.S. and Iraqi Security Forces are down dramatically; economic life has im-
proved; 80,000+ CLC members have defused the Sunni insurgency; JSOC has
defeated an urban AQI insurgency.

2. We now have brilliant new national security leadership in place: Secretary
Bob Gates; GEN Dave Petraeus; Ambassador Ryan Crocker; Temp CENTCOM
Commander LTG Marty Dempsey.

3. The Iraqi Security Forces are improving in leadership quality, numbers, and
equipment.

—400,000 total and growing.

—National Police—fired 8 of 9 brigade commanders—police retrained.

Note: Still no maintenance system, no medical system, no helicopter lift
force, no significant armor nor artillery, no attack aviation. Officer leader-
ship very thin on the ground.

4. The Maliki Government is dysfunctional. He must:

—Get Provincial Elections.

—Get a hydrocarbon law.

—Organize consensus among competitive Shia groups (many are criminal
elements).

—Deal with corruption.

—Reach out to Sunnis.

5. The Iranians are playing a very dangerous role. They are supporting Iraqi
Shia factions with: Money, advisers, training in Iran, EFPs, mortars, rockets,
automatic weapons, and belligerence.

—We must open up a multilevel dialog with the Iranians.

6. We have never had in our country’s history a more battle-hardened U.S. mili-
tary force; courage (34,000 killed and wounded), leadership, initiative, intel-
ligence, fires discipline, civic action. Our battalion and company commanders
are de facto the low level Government of Iraq.

7. The U.S. Army is starting to unravel.
—Equipment broken.
—National Guard is under resourced.
—Terrible retention problems.
—Severe recruiting problems.
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—Army too small.

8. U.S. Air and Naval Power seriously underresourced.
—Sailors and Airmen diverted to ground war.
—Air Force equipment crashing as a system [need 350 F22A aircraft—600
C17 (dump C5)].
—$608 billion war—diverting resources.
9. Excessive reliance on contractors because ground combat forces too small.

—Need more U.S. Army Military Police.

—Need more U.S. Army medical capacity.

—Need more U.S. Army Combat and Construction engineers.

—Need greatly enhanced Special Forces, Psy Ops, and Civil Affairs.

—Need U.S. Marine Corps to provide all diplomatic security above RSO
capabilities.

Note: Without U.S. contractors and their LN employees, the U.S. global

military effort would grind to a halt.

—Total contractor casualties may be 600 killed and 4,000 wounded—many
abducted.
—Contractors run much of our global logistics, long-haul communications,
high-technology maintenance, etc.
V. Summary:

—As U.S. Forces drawdown in coming 36 months—the jury is out whether Iraq
will degenerate into all out civil war with six regional neighbors drawn into
the struggle.

—There is no U.S. political will to continue casualties of 100 to 1,000 U.S. mili-
tary killed and wounded per month.

—Our allies have abandoned us for lack of their own national political support.

—The war as it now is configured—is not militarily nor politically sustainable.

—The Iraqis are fleeing—4 million refugees—huge brain drain.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
General Odom.

STATEMENT OF LTG WILLIAM E. ODOM, USA (RET.), SENIOR
ADVISER, CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND INTERNATIONAL
STUDIES, FORMER DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SECURITY AGEN-
CY, WASHINGTON, DC

General ODOM. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee. It’s an honor to be back here again.

Last year, I rejected the claim that the surge was a new strategy.
Rather, I said it was a new tactic in pursuit of the same old stra-
tegic aim: Political stability in Iraq. And I foresaw no serious pros-
pects of success. I see no reason to change my judgment today. The
surge is prolonging instability, not creating the conditions for
unity, as the President claims.

Last year, as General McCaffrey noted, General Petraeus wisely
promised that—declined to promise that a military solution is pos-
sible to this political problem. Now, he said he could lower the level
of violence, for a limited time, to allow the Iraqi leaders to strike
a deal. Violence has been temporarily reduced, but today there is
credible evidence—little or no evidence that the political situation
is improving; in fact, it’s the contrary, it’s more fragmented. And
currently we see the surge of violence in Basra and also in Bagh-
dad. In fact, it remains sporadic, as others have said, throughout
other parts of Iraq over the past year, notwithstanding this drop
in Baghdad earlier and Anbar province.

More disturbing is Prime Minister Maliki’s initiation of a mili-
tary action, down in Basra, which has dragged the United States
forces in against something they didn’t approve, to try to do in his
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competitors, his Shiite competitors. This is a political setback. This
is not a political solution. Such is the result of the surge.

No less disturbing has been this violence in Mosul and the ten-
sions, as just mentioned, around Kirkuk over the oil. A showdown
there, I think, is—surely awaits us. The idea, I think, that some
kind of federal solution can cut this Gordian Knot is sort of out of
touch with the realities, as they are there today.

Also disturbing is Turkey’s incursion to destroy PKK terrorist
groups inside Kurdistan. That confronted the U.S. Government
with a choice either to support its NATO ally or make good on its
commitment to secure the Kurdish leaders. It chose the former,
and that makes it clear to the Kurds that the United States will
sacrifice their interests to its larger interest in Turkey.

Turning to the apparent success in Anbar and a few other Sunni
areas, this is not the positive situation it has been reported to be.
Clearly, violence has declined, as local Sunni leaders have begun
to cooperate with U.S. forces, but the surge tactic cannot be given
full credit. The decline started earlier, with Sunni initiatives. What
are their motives? First, anger at the al-Qaeda operatives, and, sec-
ond, their financial plight. Their break with al-Qaeda should give
us little comfort. The Sunnis welcomed al-Qaeda precisely because
they would help kill Americans.

The concern we hear the President and his aids express, about
a residual base left for al-Qaeda if we withdraw, is utter nonsense.
The Sunnis will soon destroy al-Qaeda if we leave. The Kurds do
not allow them in their region, and the Shiites, like the Iranians,
detest al-Qaeda. To understand why, one only need take note of the
al-Qaeda diplomacy campaign over the past couple of years on
Internet blogs. They implore the United States to bomb and de-
stroy this apostate Shiite regime.

Now, as an aside, just let me comment that it gives me pause
to learn that our Vice President, President, and some Members of
the Senate are aligned with al-Qaeda on spreading the war to Iraq.
Let me emphasize that our new Sunni friends insist on being paid
for their loyalty. I've heard of one example, where the rough esti-
mate for the costs in a one—100 square kilometers—that’s a 10-by-
10-kilometer area—is $250,000 today to pay these fellows. Now,
you might want to find out, when the administration’s witnesses
come next week, what these total costs add up to and what they're
forecasted for in the years ahead. Remember, we do not own these
people, we rent them. And they can break the lease at any mo-
ment. At the same time, this deal protects them from—to some de-
gree—from the government’s troops and its police, hardly a sign of
reconciliation.

Now let us consider the implications of the proliferating deals
with Sunni strongmen. They are far from unified under any single
leader. Some remain with al-Qaeda. Many who break and join our
forces, are beholden to no one else. Thus, the decline in violence re-
flects a dispersion of power to dozens of local strongmen who dis-
trust the government and occasionally fight among themselves.
Thus, the basic military situation is worse because of the prolifera-
tion of armed groups under local military chiefs who follow a pro-
liferating number of political leaders.
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This can hardly be called military stability, much less progress
toward political consolidation. And to call it fragility that needs
more time to become success is to ignore its implications.

At the same time, Prime Minister Maliki’s actions last week indi-
cate an even wider political and military fragmentation. We are
witnessing what could more accurately be described as the road to
Balkanization; that is, political fragmentation in Iraq. We’re being
asked by the President to believe that this shift of so much power
and finance to so many local chiefs is the road to political cen-
tralization. He describes this process as state-building from the bot-
tom up.

Now, I challenge you to press the administration’s witnesses to
explain this absurdity. Ask them to name a single historical case
where power has been aggregated from local strongmen to a central
government, except through bloody violence in a civil war, leading
to the emergence of a single winner, almost—without exception, a
dictator. The history of feudal Europe’s transformation to absolute
monarchy is this story. It’s the story of the American colonization
of the West and our Civil War. It took England 800 years to subdue
the clan rule on the Scottish-English border. And this is the source
of violence in Bosnia and Kosovo today.

How can our leaders celebrate this diffusion of power as effective
state-building? More accurately described, it has placed the United
States on—astride several civil wars, not just one, and it allows all
sides to consolidate, rearm, refill their financial coffers, at U.S.
expense.

To sum up, we face a deteriorating situation, with an over-
extended Army, so aptly described by General McCaffrey. When
the administration’s witnesses will come before you, I hope you
make them clarify how long the Army and Marines can withstand
this Band-Aid strategy.

The only sensible strategy is to withdraw, but with—in good
order. Only that step can break the political paralysis that is grip-
ping United States strategy in the region today.

I want to emphasize this. You can’t devise a new strategy—we
cannot change the present unhappy course we’re on without first
withdrawing. That unfreezes the paralysis and begins to give us
choices we don’t even see now. Until we get out, we won’t even
know what they are.

The next step, when we get out, is to choose a new aim: Regional
stability, not some meaningless victory in Iraq. And progress to-
ward that goal requires revising our strategy toward Iran. If the
President merely renounced his threat of regime change by force,
that could prompt Iran to lessen its support for Taliban groups in
Afghanistan. Iranians hate Taliban, and they support them only
because they will kill Americans there as retaliation in the event
we attack Iran.

Iran’s policy toward Iraq would also have to change radically as
we withdraw. It cannot want instability. Iraq’s Shiites are Arabs,
and they know Persians look down on them. Cooperation has its
limits, and people have tended to exaggerate the future influence
of Iran in Iraq. It has real, important limits. Even the factions in
the—that are working in—among the Shiites today are divided on
that issue. No quick retaliation—reconciliation between the United
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States and Iran is likely, but steps to make Iran feel more secure
could conceivably improve the speed with which we develop some
kind of cooperation with them, particularly more speed than a pol-
icy calculated to increase their insecurity. The President’s policy of
insecurity in Iraq has reinforced the Iranian determination to
acquire nuclear weapons, the very thing he purports to be trying
to prevent.

Now, withdrawal from Iraq does not mean, in my view, with-
drawal from the region. It must include realignment of where we
are deployed in the area, and reassertion of both our forces and our
diplomacy that give us a better chance to improve our situation
and reach the goal of regional stability.

I'm prepared to comment more on that in the questions, but I'm
going to end here, because I think that answers the question I
came up to answer, whether the so-called surge strategy is work-
ing.

Thank you very much for this opportunity.

[The prepared statement of General Odom follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LTG WiLLIAM E. OpoM, USA (RET.), SENIOR ADVISOR,
CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, WASHINGTON, DC

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. It is an honor to
appear before you again. The last occasion was in January 2007, when the topic was
the troop surge. Today you are asking if it has worked.

Last year I rejected the claim that it was a new strategy. Rather, I said, it is a
new tactic used to achieve the same old strategic aim: Political stability. And I fore-
saw no serious prospects for success.

I see no reason to change my judgment now. The surge is prolonging instability,
not creating the conditions for unity as the President claims.

Last year, General Petraeus wisely declined to promise a military solution to this
political problem, saying that he could lower the level of violence, allowing a limited
time for the Iraqi leaders to strike a political deal. Violence has been temporarily
reduced but today there is credible evidence that the political situation is far more
fragmented. And currently we see violence surge in Baghdad and Basra. In fact, it
has also remained sporadic and significant in several other parts of Iraq over the
past year, notwithstanding the notable drop in Baghdad and Anbar province.

More disturbing, Prime Minister Maliki has initiated military action and then
dragged in U.S. forces to help his own troops destroy his Shiite competitors. This
is a political setback, not a political solution. Such is the result of the surge tactic.

No less disturbing has been the steady violence in the Mosul area, and the ten-
sions in Kirkuk between Kurds, Arabs, and Turkomen. A showdown over control of
the oil fields there surely awaits us. And the idea that some kind of a federal solu-
tion can cut this Gordian knot strikes me as a wild fantasy, wholly out of touch with
Kurdish realities.

Also disturbing is Turkey’s military incursion to destroy Kurdish PKK groups in
the border region. That confronted the U.S. Government with a choice: Either to
support its NATO ally, or to make good on its commitment to Kurdish leaders to
insure their security. It chose the former, and that makes it clear to the Kurds that
the United States will sacrifice their security to its larger interests in Turkey.

Turning to the apparent success in Anbar province and a few other Sunni areas,
this is not the positive situation it is purported to be. Certainly violence has de-
clined as local Sunni shieks have begun to cooperate with U.S. forces. But the surge
tactic cannot be given full credit. The decline started earlier on Sunni initiative.
What are their motives? First, anger at al-Qaeda operatives and second, their finan-
cial plight.

Their break with al-Qaeda should give us little comfort. The Sunnis welcomed
anyone who would help them kill Americans, including al-Qaeda. The concern we
hear the President and his aides express about a residual base left for al-Qaeda if
we withdraw is utter nonsense. The Sunnis will soon destroy al-Qaeda if we leave
Iraq.

The Kurds do not allow them in their region, and the Shiites, like the Iranians,
detest al-Qaeda. To understand why, one need only take note of the al-Qaeda public
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diplomacy campaign over the past year or so on Internet blogs. They implore the
United States to bomb and invade Iran and destroy this apostate Shiite regime.

As an aside, it gives me pause to learn that our Vice President and some Mem-
bers of the Senate are aligned with al-Qaeda on spreading the war to Iran.

Let me emphasize that our new Sunni friends insist on being paid for their loy-
alty. I have heard, for example, a rough estimate that the cost in one area of about
100 square kilometers is $250,000 per day. And periodically they threaten to defect
unless their fees are increased. You might want to find out the total costs for these
deals forecasted for the next several years, because they are not small and they do
not promise to end. Remember, we do not own these people. We merely rent them.
And they can break the lease at any moment. At the same time, this deal protects
them to some degree from the government’s troops and police, hardly a sign of polit-
ical reconciliation.

Now let us consider the implications of the proliferating deals with the Sunni
strongmen. They are far from unified among themselves. Some remain with
al-Qaeda. Many who break and join our forces are beholden to no one. Thus the
decline in violence reflects a dispersion of power to dozens of local strong men who
distrust the government and occasionally fight among themselves. Thus the basic
military situation is far worse because of the proliferation of armed groups under
local military chiefs who follow a proliferating number of political bosses.

This can hardly be called greater military stability, much less progress toward po-
litical consolidation, and to call it fragility that needs more time to become success
is to ignore its implications. At the same time, Prime Minister Maliki’s military
actions in Basra and Baghdad, indicate even wider political and military fragmenta-
tion. What we are witnessing is more accurately described as the road to the
Balkanization of Iraq, that is, political fragmentation. We are being asked by the
President to believe that this shift of so much power and finance to so many local
chieftains is the road to political centralization. He describes the process as building
the state from the bottom up.

I challenge you to press the administration’s witnesses this week to explain this
absurdity. Ask them to name a single historical case where power has been aggre-
gated successfully from local strongmen to a central government except through
bloody violence leading to a single winner, most often a dictator. That is the history
of feudal Europe’s transformation to the age of absolute monarchy. It is the story
of the American colonization of the West and our Civil War. It took England 800
years to subdue clan rule on what is now the English-Scottish border. And it is the
source of violence in Bosnia and Kosovo.

How can our leaders celebrate this diffusion of power as effective state-building?
More accurately described, it has placed the United States astride several civil wars.
And it allows all sides to consolidate, rearm, and refill their financial coffers at the
U.S. expense.

To sum up, we face a deteriorating political situation with an overextended army.
When the administration’s witnesses appear before you, you should make them clar-
ify how long the Army and Marines can sustain this Band-Aid strategy.

The only sensible strategy is to withdraw rapidly but in good order. Only that
step can break the paralysis now gripping U.S. strategy in the region. The next step
is to choose a new aim, regional stability, not a meaningless victory in Iraq. And
progress toward that goal requires revising our policy toward Iran. If the President
merely renounced his threat of regime change by force, that could prompt Iran to
lessen its support to Taliban groups in Afghanistan. Iran detests the Taliban and
supports them only because they will kill more Americans in Afghanistan as retalia-
tion in event of a U.S. attack on Iran. Iran’s policy toward Iraq would also have
to change radically as we withdraw. It cannot want instability there. Iraqi Shiites
are Arabs, and they know that Persians look down on them. Cooperation between
them has its limits.

No quick reconciliation between the United States and Iran is likely, but U.S.
steps to make Iran feel more secure make it far more conceivable than a policy cal-
culated to increase its insecurity. The President’s policy has reinforced Iran’s deter-
mination to acquire nuclear weapons, the very thing he purports to be trying to pre-
vent.

Withdrawal from Iraq does not mean withdrawal from the region. It must include
a realignment and reassertion of U.S. forces and diplomacy that give us a better
chance to achieve our aim.

A number of reasons are given for not withdrawing soon and completely. I have
refuted them repeatedly before but they have more lives than a cat. Let me try
again to explain why they don’t make sense.

First, it is insisted that we must leave behind military training element with no
combat forces to secure them. This makes no sense at all. The idea that U.S. mili-
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tary trainers left alone in Iraq can be safe and effective is flatly rejected by several
NCOs and junior officers I have heard describe their personal experiences. More-
over, training foreign forces before they have a consolidated political authority to
command their loyalty is a windmill tilt. Finally, Iraq is not short on military skills.

Second, it is insisted that chaos will follow our withdrawal. We heard that argu-
ment as the “domino theory” in Vietnam. Even so, the path to political stability will
be bloody regardless of whether we withdraw or not. The idea that the United
States has a moral responsibility to prevent this ignores that reality. We are cer-
tainly to blame for it, but we do not have the physical means to prevent it. Amer-
ican leaders who insist that it is in our power to do so are misleading both the pub-
lic and themselves if they believe it.

The real moral question is whether to risk the lives of more Americans. Unlike
preventing chaos, we have the physical means to stop sending more troops where
many will be killed or wounded. That is the moral responsibility to our country
which no American leaders seem willing to assume.

Third, naysayers insist that our withdrawal will create regional instability. This
confuses cause with effect. Our forces in Iraq and our threat to change Iran’s regime
are making the region unstable. Those who link instability with a U.S. withdrawal
have it exactly backward. Our ostrich strategy of keeping our heads buried in the
sands of Iraq has done nothing but advance our enemies’ interest.

I implore you to reject these fallacious excuses for prolonging the commitment of
U.S. forces to war in Iraq.

Thanks for this opportunity to testify today.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF MG ROBERT H. SCALES, JR., USA (RET.),
FORMER COMMANDANT, U.S. ARMY WAR COLLEGE, CEO/
PRESIDENT, COLGEN, LP, WASHINGTON, DC

General SCALES. Senator Biden, Senator Lugar, thank you very
much for having me here. And it’s a pleasure to join three old col-
leagues, who I've known for many years, to testify before you.

I'm going to take a little bit more of a military-specific view of
the situation in Iraq, and talk about what the new strategy might
look like from a soldier’s perspective.

I don’t think anyone doubts that General Petraeus, over the last
year, has wrenched some military advantage out of what was about
to become a catastrophic defeat; and he did it, not so much by in-
creasing the numbers, to my mind, but by instituting a new strat-
egy that’s focused on counterinsurgency. And he’s reached what we
soldiers sometimes call a “culminating point,” which results in a
shift in the military advantage. And when all the variables are
fixed, a culminating point generally works to the advantage of one
side or another. The problem is that, in an insurgency, all the cul-
minating point does is buy you time. And, as we've seen in Viet-
nam, as a teachable moment, culminating points aren’t always
military victories, in an insurgency. So, the advantage can be lost
if the dynamics in the war change. My concern is that the dynam-
ics will change after the surge. And I guess that’s why I'm here
today. Because after the surge, and as United States forces begin
to wind down, the Iraqis will assume the responsibility for their
own defense, and this battlefield advantage that we’ve won at the
cost of over 4,000 dead Americans, is at risk if we fail to manage
this transition properly.

First of all, let me say, sir, that very little can be done to change
the battlefield dynamics before the surge ends. The counterinsur-
gency strategy is right, can’t be altered. The crucible of patience
among the American people, as my two colleagues have just said,
is emptying, and is not going to be refilled. Al-Qaeda numbers are
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small, but, though small, they’ve remained a fairly constant force
in Iraq. It’s sort of like a virus that’s in recession. They’re not going
away. And, sadly, and most importantly, I guess, to the future, is
that the United States has run out of military options, as well. For
the first time since the Civil War, the number of ground soldiers
available is determining American policy, rather than policy deter-
?in(ilng how many soldiers we need. It’s a strategy turned on its
ead.

And I think what’s important here is that the arithmetic is tell-
ing. Beyond the surge, at best, we can only sustain somewhere
between 13-15 brigades without the Army unraveling. Afghanistan
will require at least three brigades, and I suspect, gentlemen, as
time goes on, that number may grow, sadly. So, that leaves us with
no more than 12 brigades for continued service in Iran—in Iraq
over the long term. So, regardless who wins the election, and
almost independent of conditions on the ground, by the summer the
troops will begin to come home. The only point of contention is how
precipitous that withdrawal is going to be. And after the surge,
nothing can be done without the ability of the Iraqi military to sus-
tain the security.

So, I would submit to you, as a thesis, that the new center of
gravity for the remaining phases of this war will be the establish-
ment of an effective Iraqi national security apparatus. And the
question you have for me, I believe, is, Are the Iraqis up to the
task? Some signs are encouraging. If you've read the headlines in
the last few days, the Iraqi 14th Division deployed to Basra, as you
know, to destroy the Shia militias and the criminal gangs there. An
Iraqi Motor Transport Brigade moved one national police and three
army brigades, on short notice, from Baghdad to Basra, a distance
of over 400 miles. Also out of the news, but also of some interest,
is that Iraqi Special Forces were transported, some in Iraqi C-130
aircraft, from the northern regions of Iraq to the vicinity of Basra.
General McCaffrey talked about logistics. One Iraqi-based support
unit, so far at least, has managed to sustain the Basra operation,
with some help from American-supplied civilian contractors. But,
frankly, problems remain. Some units in the 14th didn’t fight well.
Sectarian infiltration and desertions are present in that unit. Now,
the division hasn’t lost its fighting effectiveness or cohesion; that’s
the good news. This sounds like praise. But, remember, only a year
ago, it would have been virtually impossible to pull an Iraqi Army
division from one province and move it to another in shape—with
a willingness to fight.

A couple of other encouraging things that we’ve observed over
the last year is that the officer leadership at the small-unit level
seems to be improving. And this is kind of a double-edged sword,
because the leadership has improved through this Darwinian proc-
ess of self-selection that allows armies to pick the right people in
the crucible of battle. That’s the most wasteful way to win: To build
an army when it’s trying to reform itself while fighting. We had
this experience in the American Civil War, where we had to build
our Army from scratch during a war, and it’s a very painful proc-
ess. But, the merit-based promotion system on the field of battle
seems to be working. The NCOs are the backbone of our Army as
many of the veterans on the committee will testify. But, there is
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no tradition in Iraq for an NCO corps. It’s an alien concept to them.
But, in the last year or so Iraqi divisions have started to establish
schools to try to inculcate the leadership culture, if you will, of the
NCO ranks, and that’s encouraging.

But, improvements in the Iraqi tactical area are not going to
occur without significant American involvement. It’s the American
military training teams, squad-sized units, that are embedded in
Iraqi combat battalions and brigades, that are making the
difference.

Another important factor are partnership arrangements between
American units on the ground and Iraqi combat units. One of the
things we’ve learned in this war, in the recent years, is that the
most powerful tools for transforming an army are emulation and
example. Fighting side by side with Iraqis makes the Iraqis fight
better. It’s wasteful, it’s OJT in combat, if you will, but it seems
to work.

The third factor is the personal relationships between the Iraqis
and the Americans. General McCaffrey talked about battalion com-
manders and brigade commanders, many of whom I observed in my
last trip, who not only are helping to rebuild the country, but are
helping to rebuild the army as well.

There will be some serious problems within the Iraqi forces after
the surge. Senior leaders and staffs are doing a reasonably good job
of moving battalions and brigades from point to point, but their
ability to do quality planning and execution, frankly, is very imma-
ture. Too often, senior leaders are promoted and selected based on
nepotism or tribal and clan loyalty, another very serious problem.
Clearly, sectarianism, in many units, still trumps allegiance to the
nation. Recently we have seen instances of soldiers deserting,
rather than fight against their tribal peers.

General McCaffrey alluded to the most serious shortcoming; com-
bat enablers in this army are immature at best. Such things make
an army robust and able to sustain itself over time, like intel-
ligence, fire support, administration, logistics, communications, and
medical support, have been put on the shelf for too long. And, un-
fortunately, we face the prospect of keeping American units of this
sort in Iraq longer to begin the process of building these functions
for the Iraqi Army.

So, several years on, how will the American military help the
Iraqi Army transition itself as we withdraw? First is this idea of
a “thinning” strategy. The last thing that we want to do is pull our-
selves out, whole cloth, like we did in Vietnam. Instead of brigades
withdrawing as a brigade, the strategy should be to “thin” these
brigades, to leave behind the brain and partnership relationships
in these brigades, once we begin to withdraw in order to help sus-
tain the Iraqi units for as long as we possibly can. Right now we
have 5,000 embedded trainers and 1,300 headquarters trainers.
But as we begin to thin our partnership and move our training
teams out, I just think we’re going to have to increase the number
of these military training teams, because 5,000 just doesn’t seem
to be a large enough number.

So, with enablers left in place, training teams left in place, sadly,
the casualties will continue to rise. And if al-Qaeda is smart, they



19

will target these transition units, simply as a means of getting us
out of Iraq and toppling the Iraqi Government.

And the next point is that if the new center of gravity is shifting
from active combat operations to the advise-assist-and-train func-
tion, then we must make these functions, in the American military,
job one. The Army is beginning to fray. It’s very difficult for the
Army and the Marine Corps to sustain these functions. We do the
advising function very well. We’ve had a century of experiences in
places like the Philippines, Korea, Thailand, Greece, Indonesia, and
El Salvador, where the American trainers and advisers have done
a good job of building armies in a time of war. Unfortunately, of
course, after Vietnam, we lost those skills. As we begin to transi-
tion, we must move our focus from active combat operations to re-
building a world-class advisory capacity within the United States
military. This is not an organizational issue, this is a cultural prob-
lem. It’s graduate-level work. It involves knowledge of cultures and
languages. It requires exquisite personal skills, the ability to sub-
limate one’s ego, the ability to empathize with an alien culture.
And, frankly, not all officers and NCOs are very good at this. There
are those who have this “cultural right stuff” in the American mili-
tary. They are a rare breed.

So, what we have to do is find the means to reward the best and
the brightest who perform these functions during the transition,
with such things as fully funded civil schooling, advanced pro-
motion, and a chance to command at all levels.

And, finally, let me say that the post-surge strategy should not
be focused solely on creating an Iraqi Army in our image. The
object is to make the Iraqi Army better than the enemy, not mirror
the United States Army.

And it’s not necessary, I believe, to build a large Iraqi Army. I
believe that the Iraqi Army will be the glue that bonds together
this republic that will begin to emerge in Iraq. If the army is the
only bonding agent, then it’s the intangibles that will eventually
determine whether or not this transition is successful. That in-
cludes such things as inculcating courage, adaptability, integrity,
intellectual agility, and leadership, and the commitment of this
army to a cause higher than clan that will ultimately determine
whether or not they will be successful.

But, the greatest task we have is to inculcate into the Iraqi Army
the will to win, rather than merely teach them how to win.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of General Scales follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MG ROBERT H. SCALES, JR., USA (RET.), PRESIDENT,
COLGEN, INC., WASHINGTON, DC

Once the dogs of war are unleashed all consequences—political, diplomatic, and
domestic—are shaped by what soldiers call “ground truth” and the truth on the
ground has changed enormously over the past year in Iraq. Through Herculean
efforts the military command under the leadership of GEN David Petraeus has
quite literally wrenched military advantage from what a year ago was the beginning
of catastrophic defeat. Increasing the number of “boots on the ground” was an im-
portant factor contributing to recent successes. But perhaps a more significant rea-
son for the change of circumstances on the ground was Petraeus’ change of strategy.
For the first time since the invasion in 2003 he has been able to approach the war
as an insurgency; granted an insurgency of a very unique Middle Eastern character.

A year’s effort and the loss of nearly 900 lives have placed the military situation
at what soldiers refer to as a “culminating point.” The culminating point marks the
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shift in military advantage from one side to the other, when, with all other variables
fixed, the military outcome becomes irreversible: The potential loser can inflict cas-
ualties, but has lost the chance for victory on the battlefield. The only issue is how
much longer the war will last, and what the butcher’s bill will be.

Battles usually define the culminating point. In World War II, Midway was a
turning point against the Japanese, El Alamein was a turning point against the
Nazis and after Stalingrad, Germany no longer was able to stop the Russians from
advancing on their eastern front. Wars usually culminate before either antagonist
is aware of the event. Abraham Lincoln didn’t realize Gettysburg had turned the
tide of the American Civil War. In Vietnam, the Tet offensive was a teachable mo-
ment for the situation today in that it proved that culminating points aren’t always
military victories particularly in an insurgency.

In an insurgency, culmination just buys time. The temporal advantage gained on
the battlefield can be squandered if time isn’t used to turn a military advantage into
a successful political outcome. Another lesson from the past is that the military ad-
vantage can be lost if the dynamics of the conflict change over time. After the surge
the United States will begin to leave and the Iraqis will assume responsibility for
their own defense. The battlefield advantage won at so costly a price can only be
continued if this change of players is managed with the same strategic genius that
gave us the battlefield advantage we now enjoy.

While the military advantage clearly resides with the coalition very little can be
done on the battlefield for the remainder of the surge to accelerate the pace of mili-
tary operations. The counterinsurgency strategy implemented by Petraeus is the
right one and cannot be substantially altered. The crucible of patience among the
American people is emptying at a prodigious rate and very little short of a complete
shift in conditions on the ground is likely to refill it.

The military balance of power cannot be changed very much throughout the re-
mainder of the surge. Al-Qaeda has been pushed into a northern corner of Iraq and
constant harassment by the U.S. military supported by the Sons of Iraq effectively
limits how much mischief they can cause. But their numbers, though small, have
remained fairly constant. The United States has run out of military options as well.
The Army went in to this war with too few ground troops. In a strange twist of
irony for the first time since the summer of 1863 the number of ground soldiers
available is determining American policy rather than policy determining how many
troops we need. All that the Army and Marine Corps can manage without serous
damage to the force is the sustained deployment in both Iraq and Afghanistan of
somewhere between 13 to 15 brigade equivalents. Assuming that Afghanistan will
require at least 3 brigades troop levels by the end of the surge in Iraq must begin
to migrate toward the figure of no more than 12 brigades—perhaps even less.
Reductions in close combat forces will continue indefinitely thereafter.

So regardless of who wins the election and regardless of conditions on the ground
by summer the troops will begin to come home. The only point of contention is how
precipitous will be the withdrawal and whether the schedule of withdrawal should
be a matter of administration policy. Adhering to a fixed schedule is not a good idea
in an insurgency because the indigenous population tends to side with the perceived
winners. However, some publicly expressed window of withdrawal is necessary for
no other reason than to give soldier’s families some hope that their loved ones will
not be stuck on a perpetual rollercoaster of deployments.

By the end of the surge much will have been accomplished. The ethnosectarian
competition for power and influence will continue. The hope is that all parties by
then will seek to resolve these contests in the political realm and not in the streets.
The campaign against al-Qaeda and the Sunni extremists will continue to show suc-
cess although insurgent groups will remain lethal. Militia and criminal violence will
continue to be a thorn in the side of the Maliki regime as gangs roam the streets
of cities occasionally killing on the order of rouge militia leaders. No solution to this
festering problem is possible by the time the troops start coming home.

The influence of Iran will loom very significant—and will seem “conflicted,” given
Iran’s desire to bloody America’s nose but not let the Shia-led Government of Iraq
fail. By this January, about the time the drawdown begins in earnest, pressure will
build to show some progress toward reconciliation nationally and within warring
ethnic groupings.

Governmental capacity will still be inadequate though it will continue to develop.
It will resume only when the dust settles from the recent flareup connected with
the Iraqi Army operations in Basra. Basic services will remain inadequate but pre-
suming a lull after Basra will slowly improve as long-term electrical and oil projects
gather momentum.

In sum after the surge much will remain to be done and nothing substantial can
be done without the ability of the Iraqi military to maintain security after American
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forces begin to depart. This task is so important for the creation of a stable state
that the establishment of an effective Iraqi National Security apparatus will become
a new center of gravity for the remaining phases of the war. Can the Iraqi Defense
Forces grow competent and confident enough to take up the task in the time
remaining to them? So far the answer to this question, like so many questions about
American policy in Iraq, remains clouded in uncertainty.

Some signs are encouraging.

The Iraqi Security Forces have shown strength in recent weeks. The Iraqi high
command deployed elements of the 14th Division to Basra to destroy the Shia mili-
tias and criminal gangs that have held the city hostage for years. Iraqi motor trans-
port units moved one national police and three army brigades on short notice from
Baghdad to Basra, a distance of about 400 kilometers, with less than a week for
planning and execution. During the operations Iraqi special forces units were trans-
ported, some in Iraqi C-130 aircraft, from the very northern most regions of Iraq
to the vicinity of Basra. An Iraqi Base Support Unit, roughly the equivalent of an
American combat service support battalion, has so far managed to sustain the Basra
operation with some help from American-supplied civilian contractors. There have
been problems. Some units in the 14th have not fought well. There have been some
sectarian infiltration and desertions. But for all its problems the division has not
lost fighting effectiveness or cohesion.

These accomplishments might seem at first glance to be less than impressive. But
it’s important to recall that only a year ago it would have been virtually impossible
to pull an Army division from one province and move it to another in shape (and
willing) to fight.

Officer leadership at the small-unit level is improving. Sadly the process of leader
development is driven by the wasteful Darwinian process of bloody self-selection
that always attends armies that must learn to fight by fighting, the only way to
build an Army from scratch in wartime. The American Army in the Civil War expe-
rienced a similar baptism of fire at a cost of more than half a million dead.

Noncommissioned officers are the backbone of the American Army but NCOs are
an alien concept in areas of the world ruled by strict hierarchies. The Iraqi Army
is no exception. Only last year did the Iraqis start divisional schools to teach and
build corporals, squad and platoon leaders. Some of these newly minted NCOs are
filling the ranks of the Iraqi Army and initial reports of their success are encour-
aging.

This process of “on the job training” in combat has been made more efficient with
the addition of American military training teams. These are squad-sized units that
imbed themselves in each Iraqi combat battalion and brigade. Equally important are
partnership arrangements between American and Iraqi combat units. Emulation
and example are powerful forces in combat. Iraqi soldier and leaders tend to mimic
the example of American professionalism and effectiveness and when fighting side
by side the Iraqis inevitably fight better. American units habitually partner with
Iraqi units for the duration of their time in Iraq. These enduring partnerships have
the added advantage of allowing the development of personal relationships between
Iraqi and American soldiers and commanders.

But very serious problems continue to plague the Iraqi military and in spite of
the best efforts of the coalition these problems will linger well after the surge. Iraqi
senior leaders and staffs are reasonably competent at moving brigades and battal-
ions from point to point but their ability to do quality planning and execution is
very immature. While small-unit leaders are being selected by merit higher level se-
lections are too often based on nepotism or tribal and clan loyalty. In some units
sectarianism still trumps allegiance to the nation and on occasion soldiers desert
rather than fight against their tribal peers.

From the beginning the coalition leadership focused on building close combat
small units as first priority. As a consequence by the end of the surge noncombat
functions, what the military calls “enablers,” will be immature at best. No army can
function for long without being competent in intelligence, fire support, administra-
tion, logistics, communications, and medical support. The American military will not
only have to train the Iraqis in these functions but remain in Iraq to provide them
for a long time; perhaps several years.

The challenge after the surge will be to increase the effectiveness of training,
advising, and mentoring to the Iraqis as American forces depart so that the Iraqis
will be able to fill the void. Rather than pulling out combat brigades whole cloth
partnership units will probably follow a “thinning” strategy whereby a partner unit
will thin its ranks gradually leaving the “brains” of the unit in place for as long
as possible to assist with planning and employment of enablers.

Today there are 5,000 imbedded trainers and 1,300 headquarters trainers and
advisers to joint, army, and ministerial staffs. As the Iraqis face fighting without
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partners they will probably need more training teams to imbed with them. More
Americans left to fend for themselves in an alien and hostile environment might
also mean more casualties. It certainly will mean that if the enemy sees killing
advisers and support soldiers as the surest means for getting us out of Iraq and
toppling the Iraqi Government.

Training, advising, and assisting the army of an alien culture is now job one for
the American military. History shows that we are good at this. For over a century
from the Philippines to Korea, Thailand, Greece, Indonesia, El Salvador, and in
many other distant and inhospitable places American soldiers have successfully
assisted in building armies during wartime. Unfortunately after Vietnam we lost
the skill to do these tasks effectively. Rebuilding a world class advisory capacity is
a cultural not an organizational challenge. This is graduate-level work and advisers
need time to learn the language and culture as well as the particular personal skills
to do their jobs competently. Not all officers are good at training and advising for-
eign militaries. We must go the extra mile to find those with the cultural “right
stuff” and reward the best of them with fully funded civil schooling, advanced pro-
motion, and a chance to command at all levels.

The post-surge strategy should not be focused solely creating an Iraqi Army in
the image of our own. The Iraqis only have to be better than their enemies. Not
is the challenge to commit the blood, treasure, and time necessary to train and
equip a large Iraqi Army. Wars are not won by the bigger forces but by the force
that wants most to win. It will in the end be the intangibles; courage, adaptability,
integrity, intellectual agility, leadership, and an allegiance to a cause other than the
tribe that will ultimately determine who wins. As we move into a new season of this
sad war the age-old axioms will prevail: We will in the end discover that our great-
ﬁSt task will be to inculcate in the Iraqis the will to win rather than to teach them

ow to win.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Ms. Flournoy.

STATEMENT OF MICHELE FLOURNOY, PRESIDENT, CENTER
FOR NEW AMERICAN SECURITY, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. FLoOURNOY. Chairman Biden, Senator Lugar, and distin-
guished members of the committee, thank you very much for invit-
ing me to speak with you today. I'm honored to be part of the dis-
cussion that you are trying to stimulate, not only on Iraq, but how
the United States balances its strategic interests across the many
national security challenges that we face.

In February, I had a chance to visit 10 of Iraq’s 18 provinces over
a 2-week period, and, even as someone who’s a skeptic of the war,
I observed that security in many parts of the country had improved
markedly, due to the many factors that Senator Biden and Senator
Lugar already cited: The Sunni Awakening, the Sadr cease-fire, the
sectarian separation that’s occurred over the last couple of years,
the shift in U.S. strategy toward counterinsurgency and protecting
the Iraqi population, the surge of forces in Baghdad that enabled
us to be more effective in implementing that strategy in Baghdad,
more effective operations against al-Qaeda, which you’re now see-
ing coming to a head in Mosul, and greater professionalism of
some, but certainly not all, of the Iraqi military units. And having
lived through the violence of 2006 and early 2007, many of the
Iraqis that I spoke to really felt like Iraq had been given a second
chance.

But, I think the events of the last couple of weeks have reminded
us that the situation in Iraq remains highly uncertain. The re-
newed fighting in Basra and the Shia neighborhoods of Baghdad
are a reminder that the security gains that we’ve made over the
last several months are both fragile and incomplete. They’re frag-
ile, because they have not been underwritten sufficiently by true
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political accommodation, and they’re between and within the Shia,
Sunni, and Kurdish communities. And they’re incomplete, because
southern Iraq has been left largely under the control of competing
Shia militia since the British transferred responsibility for that
area, in December 2007.

That said, in areas where security has improved, public expecta-
tions have risen quite rapidly. Once you have security, people want
jobs, they want essential services, they want free and fair elections,
they want real political reconciliation. And these expectations, thus
far, have not been met. Meeting those expectations will be essential
to consolidating recent security gains.

We're now in what counterinsurgency doctrine calls “the build
phase,” which is the hardest part of this endeavor, where the pri-
mary objective is actually enhancing the legitimacy of the host-
nation government, the Iraqi Government, in the eyes of the popu-
lation. The problem that I saw is that, to date, the security
improvements have enhanced our legitimacy, not that of the Iraqi
Government.

And herein lies the principal cause for my concern. The Maliki
government appears largely unwilling or unable to take advantage
of the space created by the improved security, and actually move
toward political accommodation, provide for the basic needs of the
Iraqi people, and lay the foundation for stability and its own legit-
imacy; and our government, the Bush administration, appears to
lack a strategy for getting them to do so.

One of the most striking things, to me, when I visited, was,
whether it was Sunni tribal leaders and business leaders in Anbar
and Baghdad, whether it was Shia mayors and governors, down
south, the frustration with the incompetence, the dysfunction, the
corruption of the central government was not only palpable, it was
nearly universal.

And so, Iraqis are deeply frustrated by the lack of political-
economic progress overall, and unless this situation changes, recent
security gains are going to be very difficult to consolidate, and may
be quite perishable, no matter how many brigades we keep in Iragq.

So, the real challenge in the near term is for the Bush adminis-
tration to use the leverage we have—military, economic, political—
to push toward real power-sharing arrangements. And this is a tall
order, because it presumes that we will have something we have
never had in Iraq, and that is a political strategy, a clear and com-
pelling political strategy to push toward accommodation.

Unless the administration succeeds more than it has in the past
on this front, I fear that it will bequeath to the next administration
an Iraq that is backsliding into civil war.

Let me just take a moment to talk a little bit about the impact
on the U.S. military, since you asked us to address that.

Years of conducting two wars in Afghanistan and Iraq simulta-
neously have put great strains on the force, particularly our ground
forces and special operations forces. More than 6 years of repeated
combat tours—two, three, four, in some cases—with little time at
home in between, have placed an extremely heavy burden on our
soldiers, our marines, and their families.

The operational demands of these wars are consuming the
Nation’s supply of ready ground forces, leaving us without an ade-
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quate pool of Army units ready for other possible contingencies,
and thereby increasing the level of strategic risk that we are as-
suming as a nation.

In my written statement, I've gone into great detail on the
strains on personnel, the compressed and narrow training time, the
shortages of equipment, the costs of reset, recruitment, and reten-
tion challenges. I won’t go into those all here, because I don’t
want—I know we want to get to the Q&A.

Let me just highlight one key factor, though, that is very impor-
tant, and that is the Army’s need to reduce the length of tours from
15 months down to at least—mo more than 12 months, in the near
term. You've heard, from the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, saying
that we can’t sustain the current operational tempo at current force
levels. Getting back to a one-to-one deployment ratio of 12 months
abroad and 12 months at home is absolutely critical to keeping the
force from unraveling, as my colleagues have suggested.

As the surge comes to an end, the Army will have a total of 17
brigade combat teams deployed in Iraq and Afghanistan. The Army
planners have told me that they need to get that number down to
15 to be able to return to this 12-on/12-off cycle that’s so crucial
to keeping the force from breaking, over time. So, that’s going to
argue for trying to take two additional brigades out of Iraq as soon
as conditions on the ground permit.

At the same time, there are countervailing pressures and argu-
ments. You'll hear military folks in Iraq talk about the need to
maintain higher levels of forces in order to secure the provincial
elections that will come, we hope, at the end of this year. They also
talk, interestingly, about their concerns about our transition pe-
riod, and the nobody-home phenomenon between election day and
inauguration day. They’re very worried about any instability in
Iraq that could happen in that period, and, again, they want to err
on the side of keeping the force high and then handing off to a new
President who can make the choices to bring the force down. I
think that’s the argument that we’re going to have in the next sev-
eral months, that competition between, “What do we need to do to
relieve the strains on the force?” versus what some of the com-
manders on the ground will argue for, to give themselves more
flexibility in the—as Iraq enters a critical period.

So, where do we go from here? Let me just say that I hope that,
as this committee begins these hearings, that, rather than jumping
right to troop levels, we—that you will have the discussion, that
you are so good at having, which is, “What are our strategic inter-
ests in Iraq and the region?” and “What should our strategy be?”
and then, based on that discussion, you know, “What should the
troops levels in Iraq look like over time?”

In my view, there are three fundamental premises that we
should think about as we contemplate how to go forward.

First, like it or not, we are where we are. Whether we were—
one was for or against the war, we can’t turn back the clock; we
have to move forward from the point where we find ourselves
today.

Second, like it or not, Iraq involves our vital interests, and we
have to balance, not only our interests in Iraq, but our interests in
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the region and more globally, to include restoring our moral stand-
ing and credibility in the world.

And, third, how we get out of Iraq matters. I think that the next
President will have three fundamental options: Unconditional en-
gagement, unconditional disengagement, or conditional engage-
ment. And I've laid those out in my testimony, but, just briefly.

Unconditional engagement is basically a continuation of the
Bush administration’s policy of giving the Iraqi Government a
fairly open-ended commitment of support for as long as it takes,
whether they make progress toward political goals or not. This is
an all-in approach that is all carrots and no sticks, and it gives the
Iraqis very little incentive to make the hard choices they have to
make on political accommodation. It’s also unsustainable for us, in
terms of the U.S. military, our Treasury, and the support of the
American people.

The other—second option is unconditional disengagement, which
argues for a rapid withdrawal of all U.S. combat forces from Iraq
on a fixed timetable, without regard to conditions on the ground or
the behavior of various parties in Iraq, or the consequence that
that withdrawal might have on stability in Iraq and the broader
region. This is the all-out approach, as I would call it, and it’s all
sticks and no carrots. My concern is that this would substantially
increase the risk of renewed civil war, and even regional war, that
would do even greater damage to our vital interests.

So, the best way forward that I see for the United States is a
strategy of conditional engagement, in which we use the leverage
we have—military, political, and economic—which, I would argue,
we have never used effectively in 5 years, and we use that leverage
to push Iraqis toward political accommodation in the near term
and establish the basis for a more sustainable stability over the
medium to long term.

Under this approach, U.S. forces would drawdown, gradually
shifting to an overwatch role that would be based on a timetable
determined by the conditions on the ground and the extent of polit-
ical accommodation in Iraq. It would transition U.S. forces out of
the lead role of providing for the security of the Iraqi population
and instead put them in the position of, as General Scales sug-
gested, primarily advising, training, and assisting the Iraqi Secu-
rity Forces in so doing. This makes building the capacity of the
Iraqi forces the long pole in the tent. It also suggests that United
States forces would continue to assist Iraqi forces in certain areas,
like counterterrorism operations, and would certainly provide for
force protection and a quick reaction force for our military advisers
and civilians still in country.

If, however, the Iraqis did not make substantial progress on
political accommodation, the United States, under this strategy,
would selectively reduce its support, in terms of political, economic,
military aid, in ways designed to put additional pressure on the
Iraqis to make the necessary political compromises, while still pro-
tecting our vital interests.

What this strategy does is, it tries to make clear to the Iraqis
that our commitment is not open-ended; it is conditional on them
making the hard choices that need to be made. It also offers a
missing link that’s been present since the beginning of this endeav-
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or, and that is a political strategy to support our military strategy
for achieving our objectives.

Finally, it aims to enable the United States to protect its vital
interests in Iraq and the region at substantially reduced and more
sustainable force levels.

I'd like to conclude there. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Flournoy follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHELE FLOURNOY, PRESIDENT, CENTER FOR NEW
AMERICAN SECURITY, WASHINGTON, DC

Chairman Biden, Senator Lugar, distinguished members of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, thank you for inviting me to talk with you about prospects
for both Iraq and the U.S. military after the surge. I am honored to be part of the
larger national discussion you are seeking to stimulate on how the United States
should balance risk across the many national security challenges we face, now and
in the future.

I would like to touch on three critical and interrelated issues: Where things stand
in Iraq today; the impacts of sustained high tempos of operations on the U.S. mili-
tary, particularly our Nation’s ground forces; and where we should go from here.

WHERE WE ARE IN IRAQ TODAY

In February, I had a chance to visit 10 of Iraq’s 18 provinces over a 2-week period.
After walking neighborhoods with U.S. soldiers, conferring with State Department
and USAID personnel, and meeting with dozens of Iraqis, I came away with both
a greater sense of hope and a deeper sense of concern.

Even a skeptic of the war in Iraq could not visit places like Adhamiyah, Doura,
and Iskandariyah without being struck by how much security has improved. Mar-
kets were open, shoppers thronged the streets, and children were back in school in
areas that were deadly urban battlegrounds only months ago.

At the time of my visit, security in many parts of the country had improved mark-
edly due to a host of factors: The Sunni “Awakening,” Muqtada al-Sadr’s cease-fire,
the shift in U.S. strategy to protecting the Iraqi population, the surge of U.S. forces
in Baghdad, increasingly effective operations against al-Qaeda, and greater profes-
sionalism among some (though not all) Iraqi military units. Having lived through
the sectarian violence of 2006 and early 2007, many Iraqis now feel that Iraq has
been given a second chance.

Today, the situation in Iraq remains dynamic and uncertain. The renewed fight-
ing in Basra and Shia neighborhoods of Baghdad, as well as the possible cease-fire,
are a reminder that the security gains made over the past year are both fragile and
incomplete. They are fragile because they have not been underwritten by funda-
mental political accommodation between and within Iraq’s Shia, Sunni, and Kurdish
communities. Security gains cannot be consolidated absent political accommodation
on multiple fronts.

The security gains are incomplete because southern Iraq has been left largely in
the control of competing Shia militias since the British transferred responsibility to
Iraqi Security Forces in December 2007. The full story behind the Iraqi Govern-
ment’s latest offensive has yet to be told, but it appears to have been an attempt
to reassert its control over Basra, which is home to both critical oil reserves and
the nation’s primary port, and to defeat Sadrist elements who have continued to
launch attacks despite Sadr’s previously proclaimed cease-fire. Some speculate that
it may also have been a calculated political move by Prime Minister Maliki and his
political allies to weaken Sadr’s movement prior to the provincial elections slated
for this fall. Although Sadr and the Iraqi Government appear to have negotiated the
terms of a new cease-fire, the situation remains highly uncertain. It will take time
before both the impetus and outcomes of this latest chapter in Iraq’s history are
fully known. But there is substantial risk when U.S. forces are drawn into the mid-
dle of intra-Shia battles.

In areas where security has improved, public expectations have risen rapidly—for
essential services like electricity, for political reconciliation and open, free, and fair
elections, for equitable distribution of Iraq’s vast oil wealth, and for jobs. These ex-
pectations must be met to consolidate recent security gains.

We are now in what U.S. counterinsurgency doctrine calls the “build” phase—cer-
tainly the hardest phase—in which the primary objective is enhancing the legit-
imacy of the host-nation government in the eyes of the population. The problem is



27

that, to date, improved security has increased our legitimacy, not that of the Iraqi
Government.

And herein lies the cause for my deep concern. The Maliki government appears
largely unwilling or unable to take advantage of the space created by improved
security to move toward political accommodation, provide for the basic needs of the
Iraqi people, and lay the foundation for stability—and its own legitimacy. And the
Bush administration appears to lack a strategy for getting them to do so.

From Sunni tribal and business leaders in Baghdad and the west to Shia mayors
and governors in the center and south, mounting frustration with the incompetence,
dysfunction, and corruption of the central government was palpable and universal.

While there has been some de facto revenue-sharing by the central government,
and the Iraqi Parliament recently passed de-Baathification reform, an amnesty law
and a budget, the Iraqis I spoke to were deeply frustrated by the lack of political
and economic progress overall. Unless this situation changes, recent security gains
are likely to be difficult to consolidate and may be quite perishable, no matter how
many brigades the United States keeps in Iraq.

The Bush administration must use its remaining time in office to push the Iraqi
Government toward real power and resource-sharing arrangements. This is a tall
order, as it requires something that U.S. efforts in Iraq have lacked from the begin-
ning: A clear and compelling political strategy.

In the near term, the focus must be on building the political coalitions and negoti-
ating the compromises necessary to achieve a handful of critical priorities: A re-
newed cease-fire with Sadr; a provincial powers law; free and fair provincial elec-
tions; an equitable oil law; and concrete steps toward political accommodation, such
as progress on Article 140 issues, the integration of more Sunnis into the Iraqi Secu-
rity Forces; and more employment opportunities in former insurgent strongholds.

This will require actually using what leverage we have to pressure key Iraqi play-
ers to take specific actions, particularly as we negotiate a new bilateral agreement.
Iraq is seeking significant U.S. commitments of political support, security assist-
ance, and economic engagement. These plus U.S. force levels offer leverage for push-
ing the central government to prove its legitimacy and its worthiness of continued
American support. Right now, we are negotiating as if we want this agreement more
than they do.

In sum, this administration has a vanishing window of opportunity to consolidate
recent security gains with political and economic progress. But this will require the
civilian side of the U.S. Government in Washington and Baghdad to act with greater
urgency and focus, to use the leverage we have to the greatest effect possible, and
to do more of what we in Washington are supposed to know how to do—figure out
how to broker political compromises and build political coalitions to get forward
movement on tough issues.

Unless the Bush administration succeeds in pushing the Iraqi Government to em-
brace political accommodation and invest in its own country in the coming months,
it risks not only losing hard-fought security gains but also bequeathing to the next
President an Iraq in danger of sliding back into civil war.

IMPACT ON THE U.S. MILITARY

Years of conducting two major wars in Afghanistan and Iraq simultaneously have
put great strains on the U.S. military, particularly our ground forces and special
operations forces. More than 6 years of repeated combat tours with little time at
home in between have placed a heavy burden on our soldiers, marines, and their
families. The operational demands of these wars have consumed the Nation’s supply
of ready ground forces, leaving the United States without an adequate pool of Army
units ready for other possible contingencies and increasing the level of strategic
risk.

At a time when the United States faces an unusually daunting set of national
security challenges—from a deteriorating situation in Afghanistan, instability in
Pakistan, and a truculent Iran bent on acquiring nuclear weapons, to a rising
China, a nuclear-armed North Korea, and a host of weak and failing states beset
by a revitalized global network of violent Islamist extremists—we must give high
priority to restoring the readiness of the U.S. military for the full spectrum of pos-
sible missions. As a global power with global interests, the United States needs its
Armed Forces to be ready to respond whenever and wherever our strategic interests
are threatened.

Stresses on Personnel

Multiple, back-to-back deployments with shorter “dwell” times at home and longer
times away, have put unprecedented strain on U.S. military personnel. Due to the
high demand for troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, Army and Marine Corps personnel
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have been spending more time deployed than either they or their respective services
planned. Judging from conversations with dozens of U.S. soldiers in Iraq, the
Army’s 15-month tours with only 12 months at home in between have been particu-
larly hard on soldiers and their families.

According to Admiral Michael Mullen, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
the Nation cannot sustain today’s operational tempos at current force levels.! Get-
ting back to a one-to-one ratio between time deployed and time at home in the short
term, and a one-to-two ratio in the mid to long term, would require either a sub-
stantial increase in troop supply or decrease in troop demand, or some combination
of both. As the “surge” in Iraq comes to an end, the Army will have a total of 17
Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) deployed in Iraq and Afghanistan. In order to get
back to a cycle of 12 months deployed and 12 months at home, the United States
total commitment would need to be reduced to 15 BCTs.2 Over time, growing the
size of the Army and the Marine Corps will help to reduce the strain, but not in
the ntlear term, as it will take time to recruit, train, and field the additional per-
sonnel.

Meanwhile, there are signs that the stress of repeated deployments is taking a
human toll, especially on the Army. Studies show that repeated tours in Iraq in-
crease a soldier’s likelihood of developing post-traumatic stress disorder, and indeed,
cases of PTSD have risen dramatically.? The rates of suicide, alcohol abuse, divorce,
desertion, and AWOLs among Army personnel are all increasing.

While all four services have met or exceeded their active duty recruiting targets
in recent years, they have had to take some rather extraordinary measures to do
so. Each service has relied increasingly on enlistment bonuses to attract the shrink-
ing portion of young Americans (only 3 in 10) who meet the educational, medical
and moral standards for military service.

Of all the services, the Army has faced the greatest recruiting challenges. Since
missing its 2005 recruiting target by a margin of 8 percent, the Army has taken
a number of steps to bolster its accessions and meet its annual targets. These have
included: Raising the maximum age for enlistment from 35 to 42, offering a shorter-
than-usual 15-month enlistment option, giving a $2,500 bonus to personnel who
transfer into the Army from another service, and providing a new accession bonus
to those who enter Officer Candidate School.4 Most notably, the Army has accepted
more recruits without a high school diploma (only 82 percent had a diploma in
FY2008 to date vice the goal of 90 percent)® and has increased the number of waiv-
ers granted for enlistment.® In 2007, for example, more than 20 percent of new
recruits required a waiver: 57 percent for conduct, 36 percent for medical reasons,
and 7 percent for drug or alcohol use.” An Army study assessing the quality and
performance of waiver soldiers compared to their overall cohort found that while the
waiver population had higher loss rates in six of nine adverse loss categories, they
also had slightly higher valorous award and promotion rates in some communities.8
This mixed record highlights the importance of continuing to monitor the perform-
ance of waiver soldiers over time.

The Army is also facing some new retention challenges as it sustains an unusu-
ally high operational tempo while simultaneously converting to modularity and

1Hearing of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Fiscal Year 2009 Defense Authorization
Request, Future Years Defense Program, and Fiscal Year 2009 Request for Operations in Iraq
and Afghanistan, testimony of the Honorable Robert S. Gates, Secretary of Defense and Admiral
Michael V. Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, February 6, 2008.

2 At the same time, however, some senior military leaders are also concerned about the “no-
body home” phenomenon that can occur during our own political transitions, from election day
in early November to Inauguration Day in late January, and even later as senior administration
appointees await confirmation. This concern may cause them to err on the side of recommending
that President Bush keep more forces in Iraq after the pause to maintain stability until a new
President and his or her team are in place.

3 Ann Scott Tyson, “Troops’ Mental Distress Tracked,” The Washington Post, November 14,
2007; see also Associated Press “Army Suicides up 20 Percent in 2007, Report Says.” 31 January
2008. http:/www.cnn.com/2008/HEALTH/01/31/army.suicides.ap

4Hearing of the Senate Armed Services Personnel Subcommittee on Personnel Overview, tes-
timony of the Honorable David S.C. Chu, Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readi-
ness],aF('lebruary 27, 2008.

5Ibid.

6The total number of waivers granted by the Army rose from 11.5 percent in 2004 to 16.9
percent in 2006. Congressional Budget Office, “The All-Volunteer Military: Issues and Perform-
ance.” July 2007.

7Department of the Army. Of the more than 10,000 conduct waivers granted, 68 percent were
goi“ minor misdemeanors, 18 percent were for serious misdemeanors, and 14 percent were for
elonies.

8 Department of the Army, G1 Cohort FY03-FY06 study, 2007.
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growing its force. Remarkably, loss rates for company grade officers (second lieuten-
ant, first lieutenant, and captain) have remained fairly stable in recent years,
despite the demands of multiple tours in quick succession. Nevertheless, there is
cause for concern. A number of the young captains I met in Iraq were seriously con-
templating leaving the Army. While they were proud of their service and most loved
the Army, after two, three, or in some cases four combat tours in a handful of years,
they needed a break—to resume their education, start a family, or spend time with
the young family they had left at home.

In addition, as the Army expands, it will need to retain a higher percentage of
its experienced officers to lead the force. For example, the number of officers the
Army needs grew by 8,000 between 2002 and 2006, with 58 percent of this growth
in the ranks of captain and major.? A particular gap is at the level of majors, where
the services estimates approximately 17 percent of spots are empty.1® To decrease
the historical loss rate of company grade officers, the Army is offering unprece-
dented incentives to those captains who agree to extend for 3 years, including choice
of one’s post or branch or functional area, the opportunity to transfer or change jobs,
assignment at their post of choice, professional military or language training, fully
funded graduate education, or receipt of up to $35,000 critical skills retention
bonus.11

Given the criticality of retaining experienced field grade officers as it grows, and
given the uncharted waters we are in as an All-Volunteer Force sends young officers
to their third and fourth combat rotations with little time at home, the Army is
rightly paying serious attention to retaining its field-grade officers.12

Compressed and Narrowed Training

To remain fully ready, the U.S. military must prepare not only for current oper-
ations but also for a broad range of future contingencies, from sustained, small-unit
irregular warfare missions to military training and advising missions, to high-end
warfare against regional powers armed with weapons of mass destruction and other
asymmetric means. Yet compressed training time between deployments means that
many of our enlisted personnel and officers have the time to train only for the
missions immediately before them—primarily counterinsurgency missions in Iraq
and Afghanistan—and not for the full spectrum of missions that may be over the
horizon.13 These just-in-time training conditions have created a degree of strategic
risk.14

With a 12-month dwell time that is compounded by personnel turnover, institu-
tional education requirements, and equipment either returning from or deploying to
theater, Army units have found themselves racing to get certified for their next
deployment. While home-station training and exercises at the major training centers
are evolving, the ability of units to train for the full spectrum of operations has been
severely limited by time. This same compressed timeline has contributed to the
overall stresses on the force.

Equipment Shortages and Wear-Out

Near-continuous equipment use in-theater has meant that aircraft, vehicles, and
even communications gear have stayed in the fight instead of returning home with
their units. For example, 26 percent of the Marine Corps’ equipment is engaged
overseas and most does not rotate out of theater with units.15> Roughly 43 percent

94U.S. Army Officer Retention Fact Sheet,” Army G1, May 25, 2007.

10Charles A. Henning, “Army Office Shortages: Background and Issues for Congress.” Con-
gressional Research Service, July 5, 2006.

11 Hearing of the Senate Armed Services Personnel Subcommittee on Personnel Overview, tes-
timony of the Honorable David S.C. Chu, Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readi-
ness, February 27, 2008.

12Bryan Bender and Renee Dudley, “Army Rushes to Promote its Officers.” Boston Globe,
March 13, 2007.

13 See, for example, General James T. Conway, Commandant, United States Marine Corps,
Statement on Marine Corps Posture before the House Armed Services Committee, March 1,

14Hearing of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Fiscal Year 2009 Defense Authorization
Request, Future Years Defense Program, and Fiscal Year 2009 Request for Operations in Iraq
and Afghanistan, testimony of the Honorable Robert S. Gates, Secretary of Defense and Admiral
Michael V. Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, February 6, 2008.

15 Statement of General James T. Conway, Commandant of the Marine Corps before the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, the Posture of the United States Marine Corps, February 28,
2008.
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of the National Guard’s equipment remains overseas or has worn out.1®¢ Given the
high tempo of operations and the harsh operating environments, equipment has
been worn out, lost in battle, or damaged almost more quickly than the services can
repair or replace it. And near continuous use without depot-level maintenance has
substantially decreased the projected lifespan of this equipment and substantially
increased expected replacement costs.

The resulting equipment scarcity has lead to the widespread practice of cross-
leveling: Taking equipment (and personnel) from returning units to fill out those
about to deploy. The Marines and the Army have also drawn increasingly from
prepositioned stocks around the world. So far, these measures have met readiness
needs in theater, but they have also decreased the readiness of nondeployed units
and impeded their ability to train on individual and collective tasks. Even those
deployed are at increasing risk as the equipment they have becomes unusable: Army
equipment in Iraq and Afghanistan is wearing out at almost nine times the normal
rate.1l?

Meanwhile, the Army has told the Government Accountability Office that it will
need between $12 and $13 billion per year to replace lost, damaged, and worn
equipment for the duration of the war in Iraq and at least 2 years beyond.!® The
Marine Corps estimates it will need $15.6 billion for reset.!® Bringing the National
Guard’s equipment stock up to even 75 percent of authorized levels will take $22
billion over the next 5 years.20 In the current budgetary environment, the military
services are struggling to balance resources between reconstituting current stocks
and modernizing for the future.

The Reserve Component: Unique Challenges

The Reserves comprise 37 percent of the Total Force and their battle rhythm has
accelerated enormously since operations in Afghanistan began in 2001. Each of the
National Guard’s 34 combat brigades has been deployed to Operations Enduring
Freedom or Iraqi Freedom, and 600,000 selected reservists have been activated.2!

Cross-leveling is especially acute for Reserve units, which do not possess equip-
ment at authorized levels. The Army National Guard lacks 43.5 percent of its
authorized equipment, while the Army Reserve does not have 33.5 percent of its
authorized levels. The Commission on the National Guard and Reserves found that
spending on the Reserve Component “has not kept pace with the large increases in
operational commitments,” 22 making it unlikely that it will be able to eliminate its
equipment shortfalls any time soon. Additionally, a dramatic shortage of person-
nel—including 10,000 company-grade officers—has forced the Reserve Component to
borrow people from other units along with equipment.

While the Reserve Component is intended for use in overseas operations and
homeland defense, it is not fully manned, trained, or equipped to perform these mis-
sions. The gap in Reserve readiness creates a significant and little-noticed vulner-
ability in both domestic disaster response and readiness for operations abroad.

In sum, the readiness of U.S ground forces is just barely keeping pace with cur-
rent operations. As Army Chief of Staff George Casey has said, “We are consumed
with meeting the demands of the current fight and are unable to provide ready
forces as rapidly as necessary for other potential contingencies.”23 Indeed, the
United States lacks a sizeable ready reserve of ground forces to respond to future
crises. In addition, the fight to recruit and keep personnel combined with the need
to repair and modernize equipment means that building and regaining readiness is
becoming increasingly costly.

16 Commission on the National Guard and Reserves, “Transforming the National Guard and
Reserves into a 21st Century Operational Force: Final Report to the Congress and the Secretary
of Defense.” January 31, 2008, pg. 84.

17 Ann Scott Tyson, “U.S. Army Battling to Save Equipment.” Washington Post, December 5,
2006.

18 Government Accountability Office, Statement of Sharon L. Pickup, “Military Readiness: Im-
pact of Current Operations and Actions Needed to Rebuild Readiness of U.S. Ground Forces.”
Testimony before the Armed Services Committee, House of Representatives, February 14, 2008.

19 General James T. Conway, Commandant, United States Marine Corps, statement on
Marine Corps Posture before the House Armed Services Committee, March 1, 2007.

20 Peter Spiegel, “Guard Equipment Levels Lowest Since 9/11,” Los Angeles Times, May 10,
2007; see also James Halpin, “Equipment Levels Worst Ever, Guard Chief Says.” Associated
Press, June 6, 2007.

21Final Report of the Commission on the National Guard and Reserves, “Transforming the
National Guard and Reserves Into a 21st Century Operational Force.” January 31, 2008.

221bid, pg. 74.

23 General George Casey, Chief of Staff of the Army, before the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, September 2007.
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WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

As you hear testimony from General Petraeus, Ambassador Crocker, and others
in the coming weeks, I would encourage you to place their recommendations in a
larger strategic context that considers not only the way forward in Iraq but also how
best to balance risk across the range of national security challenges we face as a
nation.

In my view, any change in U.S. strategy on Iraq must be based on three funda-
mental premises:

First, we are where we are. Whether one was for or against the war, we can’t
‘fgurn bgck the clock. We must start from where we find ourselves today and move
orward.

Second, like it or not, Iraq affects U.S. vital interests in the region and globally.
Today, the United States most fundamental interests in Iraq can be summed up as:

e Preventing safe havens for international terrorism,;
e Preventing a regional war; and
e Preventing of a large-scale humanitarian catastrophe.24

These interests are a far cry from the maximalist, long-term goals articulated by
the Bush administration.2> Rather, they are the bottom line of what we must seek
to achieve.

In addition to being more pragmatic and realistic, these three preventative Amer-
ican interests in Iraq fit within several broader regional and global goals that are
closely related to the outcome of the war:

e Maintaining stability in the Persian Gulf and broader Middle East;
Stabilizing Afghanistan;

Contesting violent Islamic extremism;

Restoring American credibility and moral leadership; and
Restoring America’s military capacity to meet global contingencies.

Any new Iraq strategy must start by placing American interests in Iraq within
this broader regional and global context. Failure to do so would only continue the
strategic myopia that has plagued this administration’s policies on Iraq and risk the
contliélued erosion of America’s strategic position in the Middle East and around the
world.

Third, how we eventually transition out of Iraq matters. The next U.S. President
will have three options on Iraq: Unconditional engagement, unconditional disengag-
ement, or conditional engagement.

Unconditional engagement would be a continuation of the Bush administration’s
policy of giving the Iraqi Government an open-ended commitment of support for as
long as it takes, whether they make progress toward stated goals or not. This “all-
in” approach is all carrots and no sticks, and provides little incentive for Iraqis to
make the hard choices that are essential to their future. It is also unsustainable
for the U.S. military, the U.S. Treasury, and the American people.

Unconditional disengagement argues for a rapid withdrawal of all U.S. combat
forces from Iraq on a fixed timetable, without regard to conditions on the ground,
the behavior of various parties in Iraq, or the consequences a rapid withdrawal
might have for stability in Iraq and the broader region. This “all-out” approach is,
by contrast, all sticks and no carrots. And it would increase the risk of a renewed
civil war—and even a regional war—that would do even greater damage to Amer-
ica’s vital interests in the region.

The best way forward for the United States is a strategy of “conditional engage-
ment,” in which we use what leverage we have—military, political, and economic—
to encourage political accommodation in Iraq in the near term and establish sustain-
able stability over the medium to long term.26 Under this strategy, the more

24 See James Miller and Shawn Brimley, “Phased Transition: A Responsible Way Forward and
Out of Iraq” (Washington, DC: Center for a New American Security, 2007): 5.

25The administration has stated its goals in Iraq as: “An Iraq that has defeated the terrorists
and neutralized the insurgency; an Iraq that is peaceful, united, stable, democratic, and secure,
where Iraqis have the institutions and resources they need to govern themselves justly and pro-
vide security for their country; [and] an Iraq that is a partner in the global war on terror and
the fight against the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, integrated into the inter-
national community, an engine for regional economic growth, and proving the fruits of demo-
cratic governance to the region.” See George W. Bush, National Strategy for Victory in Iraq
(November 2005): 3.

26 For more on a strategy of conditional engagements, see Colin Kahl, “Stay on Success: A Pol-
icy of Conditional Engagement,” unpublished CNAS Iraq Workshop paper, 18 March 2008. This
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progress made on key issues like integrating Sunnis into the Iraqi Security Forces,
holding free and fair elections, and equitably distributing Iraq’s vast oil wealth, the
more support the Iraqi Government could expect from the United States, and pre-
sumably the international community, to help build Iraqi capacity for governance
and security.

Under this approach, if the Iraq central government made reasonable political
progress, U.S. forces would gradually shift to an “overwatch” role as currently envi-
sioned by in the current military campaign plan, on a timetable determined by the
extent of political accommodation and conditions on the ground. More specifically,
it envisions a gradual transition of U.S. forces from protecting the Iraqi population
to advising, training, and assisting Iraqi Security Forces in doing so. Building the
capacity of the Iraqi Army to act as a capable, nonsectarian military will be a long
pole in the tent of any future U.S. strategy for Iraq. In addition, U.S. forces would
continue to assist Iraqi forces in conducting counterterrorism operations and would
provide force protection and quick reaction forces for U.S. civilians and military ad-
visers in-country.

This transition to a more sustainable military posture to support stability in Iraq
would be conducted over a period of a few years, as long as the Iraqis were doing
their part to make serious progress on political accommodation. If, however, they
did not make reasonable progress, the United States would selectively reduce its
support in terms of economic, political, and/or military aid in ways designed to put
additional pressure on the Iraqis to make the necessary political compromises while
still protecting vital American interests.

This strategy aims to make clear to the central government and other players that
our support is conditional, not open-ended. It offers the missing link in U.S. policy
toward Iraq over the past 5 years: A political strategy for achieving U.S. objectives.
It also aims to enable the United States to protect its vital interests in Iraq and
the region at substantially reduced and more sustainable force levels.

CONCLUSION

When I was in Iraq, the question I was most often asked by Iraqis was, “Is the
United States staying?” Whether they were Sunni “Sons of Iraq” who had begun
working with U.S. forces to drive al-Qaeda out of their town, or Shia judicial inves-
tigators who were working to bring the rule of law to Iraq, or teachers who wanted
newly opened schools to stay open for a generation of Iraqi children that have
already seen too many years of war, they all looked forward to the day when their
country was no longer occupied by foreign forces. But they also wanted U.S. forces
to stay awhile longer to enable Iraqis to take the risks necessary for political accom-
modation to occur.

The only way to broaden and deepen recent security gains in Iraq is to use our
remaining military, economic, and political leverage to push various Iraqi actors
toward political accommodation. The Bush administration’s success or failure in so
doing over the coming months will determine which options remain available to the
next President.

When the next Commander in Chief takes office, he or she will inherit a number
of tough but absolutely critical choices:

e How to put our Iraq policy on a new course that protects our vital interests
there but also rebalances risk across our larger regional and global goals;

e How to reduce the corrosive and unsustainable strains on our soldiers, marines
and their families;

e How to free up more forces and resources for other immediate priorities like
Afghanistan;

e How to restore the readiness and rebalance the capabilities of our military for
the full range of possible future contingencies; and

o How to restore America’s moral standing and influence in the process.

He or she will also need strong partners in Congress to make these tough choices

and to chart a new way forward for Iraq and U.S. national security more broadly.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

I would ask you not to answer now, but I'm going to submit, in
writing, a question to you, if I may, Ms. Flournoy, and that is, the
“conditional engagement” strategy—if, in fact, there is not

paper will also serve as a basis for the forthcoming CNAS report on Iraq which will be published
later this year.
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progress, what do we selectively reduce? In other words, how do we
selectively reduce? And what would you recommend?

But, let me get—there are so many questions, and we’re going
to do 7-minute rounds, so I'd appreciate if you could make your an-
swers as short as possible, and augment them with written fol-
lowup, if you would like. But, answer, as you see fit, obviously.

Let me be a bit—I guess it would have been thought to be pro-
vocative if you asked this question, you know, 3 years ago—I, for
one—I've arrived at the position I think General Odom has—is
that—this idea of fighting terrorism in Iraq is fighting al-Qaeda in
Iraq. And I find it not plausible, the argument that if we left, that
al-Qaeda will gain a foothold. If we leave, my impression, in my,
I don’t know, eight or nine trips into Iraq, is that the Sunnis will
kill them, the Kurds will kill them, and the Shia will kill them, be-
cause they all have overarching reasons to do that, that the reason
why al-Qaeda is able to sustain itself by moving north into Mosul
is that the Sunnis will take help from anyone against what they
believe is an oncoming Kurdish onslaught for Kirkuk to be occupied
and Mosul to be controlled by the Kurds, exclusively.

Would you, General McCaffrey, respond to that assertion, which
is really, actually, better stated by General Odom. But, if we were
to leave—we always talk about the downsides of leaving. We don’t
talk much about the downsides of staying. The downsides of stay-
ing are overwhelming, just in terms of our force structure, just in
terms of the opportunity costs that exist in other parts of the
world. But, we have fallen into the jargon, many of us, that if we
were to leave—not precipitously, but announce we’re leaving,
“We're going to leave over a certain period of time,” that these ter-
rible things would happen. The first of those terrible things that
would happen, we would have moved al-Qaeda west. We’d move it
from Afghanistan, 6 years ago, to having its occupation and its
ability to operate with impunity out of a chaotic Iraq. Is that a rea-
sonable assertion any longer, or is the opposite true, that if we
leave, over time, we're likely to damage—not improve—damage the
ability of al-Qaeda to sustain itself in Iraq?

General McCaffrey, what do you think?

General MCCAFFREY. I think there really has been a lot of intel-
lectual confusion on, what are we doing in Iraq? And we’ve tended
to move our explanation as the situation has evolved.

It’s hard to imagine that we went to Iraq originally to fight
al-Qaeda, or that we should stay there to do the same. Al-Qaeda
is primarily up in Waziristan, it’s in the Pak border, it’s in down-
town London, Paris, Madrid, Indonesia. It’s struggling against cor-
rupt, incompetent Arab regimes. It’s hard to imagine it would be
a logic that would compel us to stay there with a combat force.

At the same time, I don’t think it’s unreasonable to say that a
chaotic situation in Iraq, with an all-out civil war, would be a huge
threat to the Iraqi people, to their regional neighbors, and to U.S.
national interests, and it would be a threat to oil, which is still a
factor in all of this.

So, I take your premise. I think you’re entirely right.

And, by the way, interestingly enough, this—there’ll be another
military history study coming out of this—we actually did ex-
tremely well in an urban campaign against AQI in downtown
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Baghdad. It’s damndest thing I've seen. The—part of it was
Petraeus’s tactics. Part of it was the Sunnis are sick of being
pushed around by these people. And part of it was brilliant per-
formance by, particularly, JSOC, our Special Operations groups.
But, I think your point’s a good one.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, let me—it’s—so, it seems that maybe, you
know, the point we’re looking for is, how do we leave, forcing
events on the ground, without leaving total chaos and full-blown
civil war behind—arguably, al-Qaeda could benefit in that environ-
ment. Absent that environment, it’s hard for me to understand how
al-Qaeda benefits by us leaving, or us drawing down.

But, it leads me to the second point, and you've all been—you’ve
all—as usual, you've stuck to what we asked you talk about, and
I appreciate it. And one of the points is the point raised by you,
General. You talk about a culmination point and—a military term
that we've come to understand. Essentially, that was the point
which the strategy was looking to accomplish. The surge was—I'm
a little out of my league here, using these military terms—but, es-
sentially, it was a culminating point. We were looking—the stated
purpose was to get to the point where there was a change in the
space on the ground, how it was occupied, who was in control, in
order to—in order to give an administration an opportunity to come
up with a political—political—set of initiatives that were likely to
enhance the prospect of bringing these warring factions together so
that the need for them to continue to kill one another diminished,
and the need for our presence diminished.

Now, it’s interesting that each of you—none of you suggest that
we're going to be able—or should sustain American forces at surge
levels in Iraq, that it’s either not possible or not desirable, or both.
But, one of the things that was suggested by two of you is that we
leave—in this transition, we leave at least a sufficient number of
trainers there to be able to enhance the prospects of an Iraqi mili-
tary emerging that has the capacity to deliver some security. I,
quite frankly, parenthetically, don’t understand how that happens
out of a political determination, who that military should be, who
controls that military.

But, having said that, again, back to General Odom. General
Odom makes the point in his statement, which I read prior to the
hearing, that the idea of leaving behind—whether it’s 500 or 5,000
or 12,000 or 15,000—trainers, absent a significant American com-
bat force to protect them, is not realistic. So, how do those of you
who are suggesting that the training aspect of the Iraqi military
be continued and beefed up in this transition period, and accommo-
date the necessity of drawing down combat brigades?

And I'd note, parenthetically—and I have 30 seconds left, so I'll
conclude with this—recent trip to where terror resides—Afghani-
stan and Pakistan, along the border—John and I and Senator
Hagel, we were just there. We even had the opportunity to land in
the middle of the mountains, and to see whether—it wasn’t—well,
it wasn’t intended, but, you know, to see what’s going on. You want
to know where terror resides—that’s where it lives. You want to
know where bin Laden is, you want to know where al-Qaeda is, the
al-Qaeda we’ve come to know and love—we know where it is.
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Now, we sat with our ISAF commander, an American, saying
that, “Look, Helmand Province is—and the southern part of
Afghanistan”—you’ve talked about it, General—“is increasingly
controlled and/or dominated by the Taliban, which is growing in
that area.” He said, “You want me to take care of that.” He said,
“Give me two combat brigades. I can take care of that.” But, he
said, “You know what? I have no way to get those combat bri-
gades.” Then he went on to say, as other commanders in the field
said to us, he said, “Look, even if we could get the combat brigades
out of Iraq, the truth is, they need decompression time,” which is
your point, getting down from 17 to 15 to 12. It’s not like getting
down from there and sending them to Afghanistan. It’s drawing
them down to give them, actually, opportunity to have that 12
months at home, or whatever that number is.

So, having said all that, how do you deal with this notion—and
I'd like you to discuss it, and you chime in, General Odom, since
I'm sort of making your argument, and you know it better than I
do—how do you transition to a training emphasis with Iraqi forces,
reducing combat brigades, and do that without leaving those train-
ers exposed?

General, why don’t you expand—or correct my——

General ODoM. Yes, sir. Your points are well made. I mean, I
agree with—obviously, I agree with them. Let me sharpen them,
just briefly.

We don’t have the moral choice, or the physical—we don’t have
the physical choice to prevent chaos in Iraq when we leave. It’s
going to happen, no matter how many we train, no matter what we
do. It may not be nearly as high as we’ve anticipated. I don’t think
it will be. But, I'm going to assume it’s high, because we don’t have
the choice to make it otherwise.

We have the blame, because we went in. We made this chaos the
case. We do have the choice not to send more U.S. troops. That’s
the moral choice you’re facing, not preventing chaos in the future.
And you get that through your head, you’ll get—be completely con-
fused about this.

The other point is, until there’s a political consensus, no matter
how you train the troops, they’re not going to fight successfully. We
trained troops in Vietnam that were very effective units. Some
days, they fought; some days, they didn’t. It was entirely a function
of loyalties in the local area. That is a political issue. Do you solve
those—trainers are really beside the point.

Finally, there is no shortage of military skills in Iraq. The insur-
gents fight very well. They don’t use the American techniques or
American NCOs and training systems. But, I'm not sure they need
to.

The CHAIRMAN. General.

General SCALES. Sir, first of all, I agree with you that from the
military perspective, there is one choice. There is one institution in
that country, as we begin to leave, that will prevent what Bill
Odom just said is going to happen from happening—and that’s the
army. And what’s so interesting is, the army’s only 200,000. The
police, I believe, has a strength of 500,000. And it’s that small band
of 200,000, some 12 divisions, that stand between the total frac-
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turing and collapse of the regime and the bloodbath that might
well happen.

So, the key, sir, is a delicate balance, if you will, between pulling
out American power by withdrawing American presence, and in-
creasing and adding to the effectiveness of the Iraqi forces. You al-
most have to view it as a balance beam or a teeter-totter. This is
graduate-level work; it is extremely difficult. It’s merely not about
looking at the facts and figures of enlisted strength, officer
strength, and materiel. And I think Bill’s right, in that regard. It’s
about allegiance to the nation, and it’s about an army that’s willing
to fight, not just able to fight. And you don’t get this by simply
lookinc,ci{ at status reports and counting the number of boots on the
ground.

And, oh, by the—and the final thing I'll say is that it’s not going
to happen overnight, sadly

General ODOM. I think——

General SCALES [continuing]. Just a second, Bill—sadly, because
it’s taken—we’ve been so slow in building infrastructure, we've
been—we’ve been so reluctant to make our advise-train-and-assist
function robust, and we’ve been—and the numbers of American
troops on the ground have been so few, that that will prolong this
grocess, and make it far more difficult than, perhaps, it could have

een.

General OpoM. Can I just make a brief followup? The tipping
points, the turning points, are when you say that the critical mo-
ment is, here. Don’t just pick out a slice of the war. A war is a
series—as Clausewitz said—a series of engagements. The first
engagement was when we went in. We won that engagement. What
happened was, the tipping point, at that point—the offense had the
advantage when we went in; it tipped to the defense. Clausewitz
has always argued that defense is the strongest form. We have
been on the defense ever since. And if you begin to do the order
of battle of what supplies the offense, you must not include only
all those Iraqis who are willing to kill Americans, but all of the
Arabs who are willing to come from other countries there. And if
you want to look at the resources, you've got to consider all the bil-
lions of petrodollars we’ve sent there, which will supply, and are
supplying, and will continue to supply.

Now, when you take 150,000 U.S. force and a few trainers with
a government of people who are not going to end up running this
country when it’s over, no matter what happens, they’re not the
winners. The people in Baghdad right now, in the Green Zone, are
the losers. If you want to see the winners, get outside the Green
Zone and see who doesn’t have security guards. Those are the peo-
ple that’ll win.

The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate this discussion and wish we had
more time. And I've—your answers have taken me much over my
time, and I appreciate them.

Let me—staff pointed out, I should note, that the full statements
that you've submitted will be included in the record, as if you pre-
sented them, as well.

Let me yield now to—and thank you all—let me yield to Chair-
man Lugar.

Senator LUGAR. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I want to cite, as one of you did, testimony yesterday at the
Armed Services Committee in which General Cody gave a historic
assessment—as reported in today’s Washington Post, General Cody
said that “heavy deployments are inflicting “incredible stress” on
soldiers and families, and that they pose a “significant risk” to the
Nation’s All-Volunteer Army.” And Cody said—he said, “that even
if five brigades are pulled out by July, as planned, it would take
some time before the Army could return to 12-month tours.”

Again quoting General Cody, “I have never seen our lack of stra-
tegic depth to be where it is today,” said Cody, who has been senior
American official in charge of operations readiness for the past 6
years.

Now, that, some of you have reiterated in various ways, but I
want to couple that with a graph that appears in the Washington
Post, this morning, entitled “Spike in Attacks,” that I would like
to make a part of the record.

[The graph referred to follows:]

Spike in Attacks

The Iragi offensive against Shiite militias in Basra last week sparked fierce fighting in Baghdad and
elsewhere. Attacks also increased in Baghdad and other parts of the country.
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Attacks mounted last Tuesday through Monday

430 attacks in Baghdad — the highest since last June, when the weekly average was 326.
728 attacks In Iraq — the highest since last September, when the weekly average was 858.

SOURCE: Staff reports | GRAPHIC: By Dita Smith - The Washington Post - April 2, 2008

Senator LUGAR. And it points out, as you do, General Scales, that
this surge has bought us time and brought us to a culminating
point, but the past week had rather startling developments. For
example, the total attacks on Americans on March 23, a Sunday,
was 42 in the whole country; on Monday, down to 38. But then the
Maliki government commenced its offensive operation in Basra,
and attacks on Americans went, on Tuesday, to 75; on Wednesday,
to 128; on Thursday, to 138, and so forth, until the truce that the
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Mahdi Army called for. And we’re back down to 53, the following
Monday. The Post totals all this up and finds 700-and-some during
a week of time, as opposed to about 300-and-some normally.

Now, the point is, 60 percent of those attacks occurred in Bagh-
dad. They were not in Basra. And they were largely other Shiites
who were using road bombs and various other methods to kill
Americans.

Now, the point, I think, that General Odom has made, if I re-
member correctly, is that regardless of what our tactics may be at
this point, there is likely to be civil strife in Iraq. In this particular
case, the Mahdi forces and the Maliki government came to a stand-
off, and both are claiming that they did better than the other.
Maybe that’s the best we can hope for, that people clash and sort
of figure out where the advantage lies, and then seek some accom-
modation.

But, in any event, the serious point that General Cody made in
the Armed Services Committee yesterday, is that while all this is
going on in Irag—and General McCaffrey’s chart suggests is accel-
erating with difficulties in Afghanistan and Pakistan—is that
there’s a worldwide demand for more forces at a time when we
have fewer to send anywhere. This is a very serious situation for
our entire defense establishment, leaving aside what is happening
in Iraq.

I bring this to the fore, because I keep reading reports that the
idea, generally, to be presented by General Petraeus, or maybe oth-
ers—and we’ll hear General Petraeus, what he has to say—has a
sort of “stay the course”—in other words, don’t move people, at this
particular point; let’s assess for a few more weeks, maybe months,
what is required here. But, we have the forces there now, and the
point the—the chart that I've mentioned makes is that there are
even more attacks on Americans at this particular point after the
surge and because of internal civil conflict among Iraqis, so that we
are even more vulnerable in the past week than we have been for
several weeks before that.

Now, in view of that, you have suggested that we’re coming into
some difficulties, if there are hostile Shiites who block our ability
to get our troops out of the place. So, I want to explore that point.
But, let’s say that we were to withdraw, as some of you have sug-
gested, sort of quietly—a few here, a few there, so almost nobody
notices, and so forth. But, there are 150,000-plus troops, plus all
the equipment. I take it the logisticians have a handle on how you
physically move people by the thousands out of a place. But then
we get to should we do so simply to save the general strength of
our Armed Forces, generally, whether it be for Afghanistan or any
other contingencies?

Does anybody have a thought about this?

General Scales, I've quoted you and your statement.

General SCALES. Thank you, sir.

Let me go back to the process of building an Iraqi Army. The
best way to get the Iraqi Army to be effective is to get them to
fight. I'm sorry, that’s all we have left right now. You get them to
fight by putting them into the fight, with advisers. And the—and,
to my mind, the best you can withdraw—pace that you can with-
draw, would be somewhere between one and two brigades a month.
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That’s just—that’s the logistical problem that you have with just
getting stuff out across a 400-mile line of communications.

Senator LUGAR. Well, we got them into the fight last week, and
they fought, and now there are even more attacks on us.

General SCALES. That’s right, sir, that’s one division. I think
what we have to do is begin to back off, and put them up front,
and let them learn to fight by fighting. And it’s a metering process.
A partnership unit will watch an Iraqi unit in action, allow it to
operate on its own, autonomously, begin slowly to pull back all the
support that you were alluding to earlier, like logistics, communica-
tions, training, and so forth. That’s how you—that’s how you tem-
per or measure or balance that pullback.

My concern is picking up, for instance, an entire brigade that’s
advising an entire division, and sending it south. I think that
works against this delicate balance that I mentioned to the chair-
man. It is an artful craft. And, as Michele alluded, it’s something
that’s going to take some time. But, to her point, if you just leave
those American brigades there, then the Iraqi brigades have no in-
centive to fight. They can’t learn to get better by simply watching
us. And so, again, that’s where the balance comes in, sir.

Senator LUGAR. Michele.

Ms. FLOURNOY. Sir, thank you.

One of the things that I heard again and again from U.S. com-
manders on the ground is that we’ve hit a plateau, that they felt
that they could not, with military means alone, get the violence
below certain levels, that the only way it was going to go down was
through political accommodation. I think we need to use the fact
that we have to have some kind of drawdown in order to preserve
our All-Volunteer Force, in order to address urgent needs, like
Afghanistan, in order, as a superpower, to have more than one
ready brigade available to the United States for contingencies that
may arrive. We have to use that leverage in negotiating with the
Iraqis, to say, “Look, this is going to happen. We cannot sustain
this. Therefore, you—we need to see you making some specific po-
litical moves, because we cannot sustain this level of commitment
any longer.” We have never done that. And I think it would give
us powerful leverage if we were to have those negotiations.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Kerry.

Senator KERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me begin by saying something that’s not always heard in the
midst of this, which is that every one on this committee expresses
our gratitude for the sacrifices of our troops and the efforts they
are making. They've done whatever has been asked of them. And
what we’re here to do is figure out whether or not we have a strat-
egy that’s worthy of their sacrifice. But, we want to make certain
they understand the full measure of our gratitude and respect for
them.

As I listen to three very experienced, distinguished and respected
generals, the frustration that builds up in me, the anger that
builds up, is palpable. This is an extraordinary situation for us to
be in.
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The frank incompetence of the last years puts us in a predica-
ment where we're being told, by one of our most successful generals
who’s been involved in that region, that the unstated reality is, by
some, our troops are coming home, notwithstanding all of the com-
plications that will ensue, that the troop levels are where they are,
not because of a strategy, but because of the locked-in situation of
the politics in Iraq, which have come about because we've squan-
dered what political capital we had, as well as the military stra-
tegic opportunities of the last years.

You could make an argument that this is essentially the fifth
war in Iraq that we’re now involved in. The first was against Sad-
dam Hussein and his supposed weapons of mass destruction. And
then we had the second, the insurgency that Dick Cheney told us,
nearly 2 years ago, was in its last throes. And then there was the
fight against al-Qaeda terrorists, when the administration said,
“It’s better to fight over there than fight over here.” Then there
was the Sunni-Shia civil war that exploded after the bombing of
the Samarra Mosque. And now, as we've seen in Basra, and as we
hear, even in your descriptions, Generals, of what may follow with
respect to the Kurds and the difficulties in the north, but also what
we saw in Basra, you have the teeming pot of sectarianism, that
has never been addressed, beginning to boil over again and staring
us in the face of any option we have. Ms. Flournoy is absolutely
correct, and many of us have been saying this for some time—it
doesn’t even get heard in the debate—which is that there are only
three choices: Unconditional engagement, unconditional disengage-
ment—both of which are unacceptable—and conditional engage-
ment, which many of us have been demanding for 5 or more years.

We'’re also probably on our fifth or sixth strategy of these wars.
First there was “shock and awe,” which was supposed to begin the
peaceful transition to democracy. Then came the “search and de-
stroy” missions that were designed to fight the growing insurgency,
mainly in Al Anbar. Then there was “as they stand up, we will
stand down,” which focused on training Iraqi Security Forces. Gen-
eral, I hear you talk about this difficulty of standing up the Iraqi
Security Forces, knowing that “We’ve got to build capacity now.”
Now, here we are, 6 years in. I remember meeting with General
Petraeus when he was building that capacity. That was 3% years
ago. Then we had the “national strategy for victory” and the intro-
duction of the “clear, hold, and build” approach. And last year we
had “the new way forward,” which brought us the troop escalation
designed to buy time for the Iraqi Government, which we’re now
being told is corrupt and dysfunctional to the core.

You've described the situation where we'’re saying, “We’ve got to
bring our troops home.” I assume Iraqi militants heard that, as
well as us, and they know theyre operating in that atmosphere,
and so, they sit there and say, “Well, as this peels down, we’ll esca-
late our violence when it suits our purposes.”

We've lived at the mercy of an awakening in Al Anbar that came
about because they decided, politically, to work with us and be paid
off and get training and weapons to prepare for whatever comes in
the future with the Shia, and, of course, the Shia have been at the
disposal of Muqtada al-Sadr, who declares a truce, which he now
says may go until August, and who knows what happens then.
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This is intolerable. Absolutely intolerable. It is unacceptable.

Many of us have been urging this notion that you’ve got to
change the dynamics. I've had the Governor and the sheiks of Al
Anbar in my office, and I've said to them, “Is it a fact that, as long
as we say we're there interminably, you really don’t have to make
any decisions as to what to do? You're safe under the President’s
policy, because he said we’re going to be there as long as it takes.
They can take as long as they want.” Now, isn’t it true that until
you shift this dynamic and get our troops into a different status,
where the Iraqis know they’ve got to work this out? That’s why our
troops had to engage in the last few days. Why doesn’t it make
sense to have a national policy of a redeployment that forces the
Iraqis to confront the realities of how theyre going to live with
each other? It may hasten their own conflict, but the dynamic is
not going to change without us changing this situation of uncondi-
tional engagement, is it, General McCaffrey?

General MCCAFFREY. Well, let me say, it’s sort of discouraging,
but I basically agree with your entire assessment of where we are.
And, of course, now the question is, What are we going to do about
it? And I think, essentially, we’ve got to come out of Iraq, we've got
to, probably, have a timetable. We won’t be able to keep it secret.
We need to ensure it doesn’t unwind on this President’s watch, be-
cause he has no political leverage left, so we’ve got to make sure
the next administration gets it, where it’s not in all-out civil war.
And then, as we come out, I think it would be irresponsible if we
didn’t attempt to build an Iraqi Security Forces that can maintain
order.

Senator KERRY. I agree. And every suggestion that has been
made in the proposals we’ve put forward in the last years have
suggested exactly that, that we finish the job of training, but
change the dynamics by which we have to engage, that we main-
tain sufficient ability to chase al-Qaeda—although I have argued,
for years, that I haven’t met anyone in Iraq who wants al-Qaeda
around. And al-Qaeda will not be there. Theyre there because
we're there. Al-Qaeda’s not going to stay around if we’re not there,
wouldn’t you agree?

General MCCAFFREY. Yes; I think, basically, that that’s the case.
I think we went into Iraq, and remained in Iraq, because we feared
their influence on the region, and they’re counter to our national
security strategy. But, that didn’t mean that the international ter-
rorism groups that struck us, and that still are out there rep-
resenting a threat, are essentially implicit in Iraq. Theyre in
Madprid, London, Waziristan. They’re a lot of places. But——

Senator KERRY. Well, General Odom, General Scales, and Gen-
eral McCaffrey, what is your take on the ability of the Sunni neigh-
bors to play a more constructive role and, in fact, to change the
dynamics within Iraq itself so that we can redeploy in a way that
is sensible, and demand as General Zinni’s talked discussed—a dif-
ferent security arrangement for the region, which we haven’t seri-
ously tried to negotiate. Would you comment?

General ODOM. Yes. My comment on that would be that I think
it’s unrealistic to think you’re coming out of this slowly, and I think
it’s unrealistic to think you’re going to avoid chaos and you’re going
to train any forces there that are going to work to your ends.
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You're absolutely right that you’ve got to change the dynamics.
The only thing that will change the dynamics is an unambiguous
United States beginning its withdrawal, and pretty hastily. And, I
would advocate, move personnel before you move materiel. They’ll
string this withdrawal out for a year or two or three, dragging all
the materiel out. That’s—we’ve just made that infeasible by staying
as long as we are.

General SCALES. Sir, if I

General OpoM. I don’t think—I don’t think that these people are
going to come in and help us on the way out. But, when they see
you going out, they’ll start listening to you about what’s going to
be there. And until you start that, all this other talk about, “Are
we going to do it in small steps and easily?” just are, kind of, be-
side the point. General McCaffrey and I were speaking beforehand.
I have, for some time, wondered if Baghdad would end up looking
like Dien Bien Phu one of these days. If you remember that—
maybe youre not old enough to remember—the French were
trapped in Dien Bien Phu and lost a big part of their army deep
inside Vietnam. And I think, you know, you need to start taking
that in—that scenario into account. You're—they're—the Presi-
dent—and I even hear it on this committee—think there’s a choice
that doesn’t exist. You’re not going to get out, leaving order. The
question is merely the price. Every year we’ve stayed, the price has
gotten higher. Staying another 6 months won’t lower the price.

And let me just end by saying—I said something I'd like to reem-
phasize in my testimony. Victory in Iraq is a losing matter, and it’s
not really a point that’s major to our interests. Our interests—and
I remember this, being in the Carter White House and planning for
the Persian Gulf Security Framework—has always been, since at
least in the 1950s, regional stability. Our policies for the last 3 or
4 years have been destabilizing the region. If we want to stabilize
it, the first thing we have to do is reverse the policy we have right
now. Then there’s some possibility of getting it back. So, I empha-
size the—you don’t have any other choices until you start out.

Senator KERRY. General Scales.

General SCALES. Very briefly. It goes back again to balance, in
terms of Sunni neighbors. We want one thing from them: To en-
gage. They will engage, as long as they see us withdrawing and
Iraq not collapsing. What we don’t want them to do is engage to
the point where they invade. So, it’s a delicate balance.

But I would agree with Bill, in the sense that the sooner the
Sunni states become engaged, they will do it for their own inter-
ests, not for ours. And their own interest is to prevent Iraq from
fracturing. As we begin to withdraw, you're going to see a spike in
violence. You've seen it already. Again, it goes back to balance. We
have to pull our troops out and then show that the other Sunni
states need to engage very quickly, very emphatically, and very
dramatically to prevent them from facing the prospects of going in
with forces. And that is our leverage, I believe, that is to present
them with a balance, not to present them with stark alternatives.

Senator KERRY. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Excuse my cynicism. I suspect that’s why we’re
leaving this to the next administration.

Senator Hagel.
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Senator HAGEL. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

And thanks, to each of our witnesses, this morning, for your con-
tributions and your continued contributions over the last few years
on, not only this issue, but service to our country that you've all
given a lifetime to.

The testimony of the four of you, and in the course of the ques-
tions and answers this morning, has brought, I think, into some
clear focus: First, we have no good options, as you have all noted
in different ways. We, second, have been captive to the reality of
a great array of uncontrollables, and we will continue to be held
hostage to those uncontrollables, regardless of what we have done
or what we are doing. A third aspect of what you all noted is the
absolute burden we’ve put on our military, and asked our military,
essentially, to do everything. And as spectacularly effective as our
military has been—and one of the comments that General McCaf-
frey made when he said “the de facto governments, at the local
level, are our army units.”

Now, as we are in our sixth year in Iraq, we are not just at a
point where I believe that the so-called “pause,” which some have
been talking about—and we’ll get further refinement on that when
General Petraeus is before our committee next year—or, next
week—but the bigger point as to the purpose, and what you have
just had some exchange with Senator Kerry about, and others so
far, “Where is this going?”—you laid out, Ms. Flournoy, three op-
tions. One of the points that General McCaffrey made—in fact,
maybe his opening statement—was, How did we get in this mess?
Well, the real question is, How do we get out of this mess? I mean,
that is the only question.

And as I listened to the four of you, and as General McCaffrey
started framing, in, I think, a good and clear, comprehensive way,
the dynamics of not only the dangers that we are dealing with, but
the astounding amount of damage that we've done to our force
structure, and our standing in the Middle East, and our self-
destructive policies that have actually taken away diplomatic flexi-
bility and latitude—and if you inventory all that, as General
McCaffrey did, I think, quite well, what struck me about that testi-
mony and the other testimony given here, that all the so-called
“good news” is about—we have a competent Secretary of Defense,
we have competent generals, we have spectacular soldiers—but all
the good news is on the American side of the ledger. I haven’t
heard the four of you talk much about—not because it’s your fault,
or not because you’re not creative, but the good news should be as
much on the other side, or at least some good news. In fact, it is
in the negative column.

And I am well aware of General Odom’s position on this over the
years. And, as he says in this testimony, the surge is prolonging
instability, not creating the conditions for unity in—as the Presi-
dent claims.

Senator Lugar said something in his comments at the beginning,
which a number of us have been talking about for many years, and
that is, we've really never had a regional strategy. We’ve never had
any strategy. We have ricocheted from event to event, catastrophe
to a catastrophe, crisis to crisis. And until we are framing a re-
gional strategy, and also a strategy within Iraq, and taking the
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heavy burden off the military to do everything, then we will con-
tinue to have these kinds of hearings.

And, of course, the American people—we talk about a confluence,
General. As we all know, elections are about self-correction. In this
election, we’ll self-correct on this issue, as other elections do on all
issues. The American people have made themselves pretty clear on
this. And the four of you know this—everyone on this committee—
that we can’t sustain a foreign policy, certainly two wars, the dam-
age we're doing to our country and the military, without the sup-
port of the American people. So, that’s over. This game is over.

And we can dance around the hearings all morning and all after-
noon, but what we must get at is, How do we then unwind in a
strategic way with our allies, protecting our interests? And it’s
going to force us into some tough choices, and none will be very
good.

And one of the obligations I think we have on this committee,
and as elected officials, is to prepare the American people for that,
is that there is—there is not one good choice here, where we're
going.

And I'd like to ask this general question. In picking up what—
on what General McCaffrey said—at the front end of your state-
ment, General, about, “How did we get in this mess?”—I'd like to
ask you if you could, all four, briefly give me an answer to, “How
do we get out of this mess?” I know it’s not simple, one, two, three,
but we’ve heard pieces of this. Certainly, Ms. Flournoy has laid out
three options that she thinks we have. But, I would like, from the
three of you, give me two or three, or whatever, points you want
to make, briefly, on, “How do we start responsibly unwinding our
involvement?” Because we, if nothing else, know—and it’s pretty
clear here—what Senator Lugar noted in General Cody’s testimony
yesterday—it’s unsustainable—if for no other reason than our mili-
tary can’t sustain the burden.

Start with General McCaffrey. Thank you.

General MCCAFFREY. Well, it seems to me that—I totally agree,
there are a series of unpalatable choices. There are a couple of
things we’re not going to do, so there’s not much sense in talking
about them. What we’re not going to do is substantially withdraw
in the remainder of this administration. And I'm not too sure it’s
a good idea—if it goes totally chaotic, with no continuity in govern-
ment between November and January, this isn’t a good thing. So,
I think the so-called “pause,” they may be able to drawdown to 12
brigades. Who knows? But, essentially, the next administration
comes in, they’ve got to sort it out.

I think step one is, we tell the Iraqis we're leaving, and we give
them a timetable. You can argue for a year, you can argue for 3
years. We tell them, “We’re coming out.” We try and build the Iraqi
Security Forces. No question. The—we try and—without any pre-
varication, engage the region in a dialog, in a serious conversation
with the Iranians, the Syrians, the Turks, the Saudis, the Jor-
danians, and others, and to include the larger Muslim world. I
don’t think the Europeans are going to help us, so I'd really focus
on the regional engagement. It’s not to their advantage to have all-
out civil war in Iraq as we pull out.
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And then, I think, finally, we do have to rebuild our capability
to act in phase two. We've got to rebuild the Army, rebuild the air
and naval power in the gulf. So, it’s not “We’ve turned out the light
and gone home,” but we've refused to continue to take part as a—
in a civil war inside Iraq. And I think that’s essentially where
we’re going to end up with the next President of the United States.

Senator HAGEL. General Odom.

General ODOM. Let me say that—I just have to repeat what I've
been saying all along. You get out of Iraq in boats and airplanes,
and you drive down to the harbor to get into the boats. And you
don’t have a much better choice than that.

And let me say, “What do you do next?” When you’re working in
a strategy to do something like this, you can’t lay out a bunch of
steps and follow them, one, two, three. You can have a general con-
cept of where you’re going, but, as everybody knows, in wars, once
the first shot’s fired in a new movement, you're going to have to
adapt. But, you need to keep your eye on where you're headed. The
target is regional stability. And we will have regional stability
when we have better relations with Iran.

Let me point out the advantages of relations with Iran. They
don’t want instability there, and they don’t want instability in
Afghanistan, and they don’t want the Taliban and al-Qaeda. We
are denying ourselves a major ally in Afghanistan.

The Russians are able to play a spoiling role in this region be-
cause of an unnatural alliance between Russia and Iran. If we had
better relations, and you took Russia out of the equation here, you
could then start bringing pipelines out of central Asia, down
through Iran, and unlock this lock Putin has had on energy—oil—
to Western Europe.

You have a country that has very strong interests in Iran, in tak-
ing—in stability in Iraq. They don’t want that there. We don’t have
to worry about stabilizing the Kurdistan area. The Turks, the Ira-
nians, and the residual Kurdish—Iraqi Government will do it. We
can say all we want to—the problem with training up the present
army and the present government, it’s probably not going to be the
army and the present government that rules. So, you're going to
have to let that take its natural course. We've lost all chance.

So, I won’t say any more than: Get out, create new options, cer-
tainly do the diplomacy General McCaffrey is suggesting, with the
regional powers. But, you're going to make real progress when you
improve your relations with Iran. It'll have more—as much change
for that regional balance as the United States-Chinese recognition
in the cold war.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

General Scales.

General SCALES. Very briefly, sir.

First of all, let’s be very clear. Regardless of the strategy or who’s
in office, we’re not going to get out of Iraq, just driven by the condi-
tions of the military. The question is, How do we do it without
allowing chaos to reign in the region and without breaking the
Army and the Marine Corps? That’s really what your question is
about. And the answer is to do it responsibly. And I agree with
General McCaffrey in this regard, is—there’s several factors
involved.
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First of all, we need to have a regional engagement, and we need
to buttress our alliances there. It’s not just about talking to them,
it’s about getting regional states to engage.

Second, as we begin to pull out, as General McCaffrey said, we
need to do the best we can to leave behind the best fighting force
that we can that has allegiance to the Iraqi flag. We have an obli-
gation to do that.

And, third, we have to find regional enclaves that will allow us
to have an unobtrusive presence in the Middle East, simply be-
cause the Middle East is absolutely vital to our national interests.

And I can’t emphasize this enough—we must spend the resources
to rebuild the Army and the Marine Corps as quickly as we can,
to put them back on the shelf so that they can be a responsive force
to the strategic threats of the future, which we know are going to
emerge. And I would suggest to you, it’s not about refurbishing
what we already have. We have to rebuild both of these services
in light of our very painful experience over the last 6 years.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Feingold.

Senator FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I thank you all for appearing today. And let me just say how
much I appreciate and benefit from the comments of the two Sen-
ators on the other side of the aisle who have already spoken today.
Very much appreciated their remarks.

I am very concerned that we are bogged down in Iraq, and that
it’s undermining our ability to respond to the global threat posed
by al-Qaeda. Al-Qaeda and its affiliates operate in over 50 nations,
and yet we are dedicating an overwhelming and disproportionate
amount of our diplomatic, intelligence, and military resources to
Iraq alone, and, I've said many times, this just makes no sense.

Let me ask General Odom some specific questions. Some have
suggested that we transition to a so-called “strategic overwatch”
role, whereby we continue to embed “trainers” in Iraqi military
units and provide Iraqi forces with the kind of logistical support
that we saw last week in Basra, including, as I understand it,
close-air support. This would require additional combat forces to
protect our “trainers,” as well as personnel to support our forces.
And I'm told we could end up keeping as many as 50,000 U.S. mili-
tary personnel in Iraq, long term.

General Odom, would this approach be likely to promote stability
in the region? And would it be more or less dangerous for our
troops?

General ODOM. It would be a lot more dangerous for our troops.
If you want to get a sense of that danger, talk to some NCOs and
officers who have actually trained them out there. They fear for
their life when they’re living and working close with the Iraqi
forces. We wouldn’t be training the people that are going to win the
civil war. We're training the people who are going to lose it. People
fight when they have somebody to be loyal to. Nobody is loyal to
the flag in Iraq right now; they’re loyal to clans, and theyre loyal
to sectarian groups. And that’s the reality, and there isn’t anything
that’s going to get anybody off that—off the responsibility for hav-



47

ing created this, to allow us to change it. So, I can’t really add
much more than that.

Senator FEINGOLD. So, I assume you——

General ODOM. It’s an open-shut case.

Senator FEINGOLD. So, I, obviously, assume that you don’t think
this would promote stability in the region, either.

General ODOM. It promotes instability. It prolongs instability.

Senator FEINGOLD. Do you believe that the Iraqi Security Forces
are operating as a neutral governmental force in Iraq, or is it party
to the sectarian conflict there? And what steps have been taken by
Iraqi Government officials to reduce or eliminate sectarianism?
And have they been successful? I understand General Jones’ Com-
mission recommended that we disband the national police, because
it is infiltrated by Iranian-backed militia that engaged in sectarian
fighting, but Maliki refused to do this. Should we be continuing to
fight alongside such groups, General Odom?

General OpoM. I don’t think so. I don’t know any reasonably—
the Iraqi military is neutral, in favor of a government, some sort
of government that doesn’t exist there. And just look at what the—
why are the Sunni Shiites not—I mean, the Sunni sheikhs not will-
ing to sign up and go into the army there? They know they won’t
live if they go in. So, I mean, this is obviously not an independent
force—or nonsectarian force.

Senator FEINGOLD. So, if we continue to ask our servicemembers
to

General ODOM. Pardon?

Senator FEINGOLD. If we continue to ask our servicemembers to
prop up the Iraq Security Forces, is there a significant danger that
we’ll be dragged further into the Iraqi civil war?

General OpoM. That’s been the story since we went in, and I
don’t see why it would change now. It hasn’t changed for the last
5 years. Sure, every month more we stay, the worse it'll get, the
higher the price. You cannot recover sunk costs.

Senator FEINGOLD. General, last week Maliki’s forces attacked
Sadr’s militias, and U.S. forces were drawn in to support Maliki.
Can you discuss the role that U.S. forces are playing when it comes
to the intrasectarian fighting? And, given the national security
threats emanating from around the world, is this an appropriate
role for our troops?

General OpoM. I don’t know any more than I've read in the
newspapers about what the U.S. troops did there with the Iraqi
forces. Some of the things that General Scales has been describing
may give you the details of that. I think the—it struck me that
we're there because Maliki foxed us into doing it. He gave—I don’t
think General Petraeus wanted his forces down there. The Prime
Minister gave him the dilemma of one alternative.

Senator FEINGOLD. Thank you, General.

And thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Coleman.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me get back to the question that Senator Hagel raised, which
is, “How do we get out of this mess”—and, General Scales—“with-
out chaos reigning?” I think it would be fair to say that most people
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wouldn’t agree that getting on boats and planes and moving us
right out would result in anything other than chaos reigning, but
I'm not going to get into that discussion. I—and, particularly as
you look at others in the area, who need to play a stronger role,
the other Sunni nations, even they have that concern. And the
question is, How can they play a constructive role?

Let me get back to the question. Just one other observation, be-
cause hindsight is always 20-20-20. It really goes, by the way, to
the point of the surge, by making this observation. There are those
in this Congress who—first of all, Petraeus has brought us to a
place—a different place than we were a year and a half ago, in
terms of stability, in terms of some of the possibilities. Again, the
question is, How do we take advantage of that? You know, a year
and a half ago, 2 years ago, those of—some would have wanted us
to get out, and Anbar was controlled by al-Qaeda, at that point in
time. I had doubts about what General Petraeus could do, in terms
of the sectarian violence, which has flared up again, but even that
has significantly declined, so he has brought us to a place. The
question is how we take advantage of that.

First, Ms. Flournoy, I want to push you with a little more speci-
ficity. The chairman said “put in writing,” but you’ve really—really
laid out one strategy, and it’s conditional engagement. That’s the
strategy, the realistic option. What are one or two of the things
that we could do to put pressure on the Iraqis to move forward on
the political side? Petraeus has given us some space. The Iraqis
are—and some of them are moving forward. The problem is, Maliki
doesn’t have the credibility, doesn’t have—has not shown the abil-
ity to do the things that have to be done to provide for a real reso-
lution of any of the sectarian concerns. What are one or two of the
things that we could do to show—to say, “If you don’t do this,
here’s a price that you pay, and we’ll make sure that price is paid
to move you quicker, to deal with some of the political problems”?

Ms. FLOURNOY. Thank you, Senator.

Just one example. I think we are at a point of great leverage,
but—you know, but perishable, as we negotiate this bilateral agree-
ment with the Iraqis. One of the things that they are seeking is
a long-term commitment of security assistance to the—to build
the—and support—the Iraqi Security Forces. I think we should
make a—use that request, on their behalf, as a—as leverage to say,
“Look, the only way that we’re going to provide you with that
assistance is if you integrate—if you make that institution fully
representative of your population, and that means integrating
Sunnis, in a real way, into the Armed Forces of Iraq. If you don’t
do it, you're building a sectarian institution; we cannot provide the
security assistance you need.” That’s an example of a very concrete
place that we could use our leverage to push a form of political
accommodation that will be a key factor as the Sunnis decide
whether to keep out of the insurgency or whether to restart it be-
fore the end of the year.

Senator COLEMAN. Got another one?

General Scales.

General SCALES. Let me offer one.

One of the problems that we’ve had in doing what Michele just
suggested is embedded in the senior ranks, in the ministries, and
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in the senior ranks of the military. Everybody in the U.S. command
will tell you who the good guys are and who the bad guys are, who
is loyal to clan, tribe, or sect, and who is loyal to the nation. One
of the things that we need to insist on, is for us to play a greater
role in getting rid of incompetents, of those who are not loyal to
the nation—I don’t mean loyal to the regime, but loyal to the na-
tion—and those who simply don’t have the military skills necessary
to do what I just suggested in my opening remarks. We know who
tﬁey are. We just haven’t had the leverage that we need to get to
them.

Senator COLEMAN. But, how do you—I'm sorry.

Ms. Flournoy.

Ms. FLOURNOY. Another example, on the economic side. Again,
Iraqis are asking for things like favorable trade relations, all kinds
of future economic investment. Again, “We’re not interested in even
beginning that discussion until you pass an oil law that guarantees
the equitable distribution of oil wealth to all of the parties in Iraq.”
I mean, it’s things—another—a political one, “We want to see free,
fair, open-list elections—provincial in the fall, national next year—
and if—you know, our political support is contingent on those
things happening.” Again, there are obvious connections that we've
refused to make in the past, worrying that we’re going to push
them too hard, too fast. I think we’re at the point where we have
to push them as hard as we can, because time’s run out.

Senator COLEMAN. I would agree with that assessment.

General McCaffrey—well, both generals—General Petraeus is
going to come up and at least, by all accounts, indicate—say that,
“Let’s kind of catch our breath a second. We’ve moved—we’re going
to be moving—what, five divisions will be moving out.” What are
your—as we sit up here—this is graduate-level stuff. You know,
unfortunately, in this body, folks are often motivated by the next
election rather than anything else. And the American public is
speaking. There’s no question about that. So, what is it—how do
we—what do we say to push him to more aggressively move for-
ward? It seems to me that everyone agrees that were drawing
down. There’s just no question about that. We cannot sustain what
we have. And that whether we drawdown—again, I would disagree
with General Odom—but drawdown in a way that avoids chaos
over—there’s got to be some period of time—what is it that we're—
what do we say to General Petraeus, when he comes and says, “We
need to kind of catch our breath”? Catch our breath for what? What
would be the—what’s the response of the—to the guy sitting up
here who’s not a general? And this is graduate-level stuff, and he’s
done some things that some of us questioned whether he could do.
What’s the statement we make to him?

General MCCAFFREY. Well—and, by the way, I wouldn’t give
undue credibility to generals, either. You know, I’d be very cautious
about

Senator COLEMAN. We've got some disagreement right here
among generals as to——

General MCCAFFREY. Yeah.

Senator COLEMAN [continuing]. Approach. Absolutely.

General MCCAFFREY. No, in fact, let me make that point. I think
General Odom is a very smart man, who says this thing’s hopeless.
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I don’t agree at all. I do not believe it’s impossible to build an Iraqi
Army that will see themselves as a nationalist force and have inte-
grated Shia, Sunni, Kurds. I don’t believe it. I've been to their bat-
talions. The two Iraqi divisions out in Anbar province are now 60-
percent Sunni. They've put 14,000 Sunni boys into the police force.
So, I think his premise, “Throw up your hands, get down to the
boats, set your equipment on fire,” is just not valid. Nor would our
vital allies—the Saudis and the Gulf Coast States—want to see us
with a Persian Empire on their northern border and the country
in flames. So, I do think we have a responsibility, under inter-
national law, to try and build an Iraqi Security Forces before we
go out. And I think that’s feasible.

Now, I—and I also think—I wouldn’t push General Petraeus.
This guy’s as good as we can produce. He is just absolutely world-
class. We need to have him hold it together until the next adminis-
tration comes in, and then we need a national consensus, What do
we do next? Step one of that consensus is, “Get out of Iraq.”

The question 1s, Do we do it in 1 year or 3 years? A lot of that’ll
be dependent upon how the Iraqis respond. Senator Biden’s made
a terrific argument, in the past, about, you know, a looser federal
structure in Iraq. I think we no longer have a vote in the political
future of Iraq. I don’t think we can meter out embedded trainers
and possibility of trade sanctions. These people are going to decide
it in their own way.

I don’t think it’s necessarily going to be a catastrophe, but it sure
doesn’t look good right now.

Senator COLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Nelson.

Senator BIiLL NELSON. Well, General, if the idea is to hold it to-
gether from now until the new President, then it’'s a question of 1
year or 3 years, which is what you've just said, and that would de-
pend on the circumstances at the time. So, the bottom line of what
you're saying is that we ought to get out of Iraq. You say you don’t
think it’s as bad as General Odom has said. So, what is your de-
gree of optimism or pessimism?

General MCCAFFREY. It’'s a helluva mess. I mean, you know,
there’s just no ways about it. The $600 billion war, 34,000 killed
and wounded, we've alienated most of the global population, the
American people don’t support the war, and there we are. And the
Iraqi Government’s dysfunctional. The Iraqi Security Forces are in-
adequate, ill-equipped, and we’ve got very little time.

By the way, I'm not recommending we come out of Iraq in a year
or three. That’s what’s going to happen. This thing’s over. So, the
question is, How do we stage it as we come out? I, again, would
suggest—by the way, I think the actual outcome—we’re going to
see some Iraqi two-star general in charge of Iraq, 3 years from
today, and one of these hotshot division commanders is going to
step in here and start smashing heads. Iraqi mothers are sick of
the violence in Baghdad. And I think what you're going to see is,
they want order, not democracy; they want food and jobs. But,
we've still got, of course, this underlying deep antipathy of the
Shia-Sunni-Kurdish kind of question. So, again, I think you’ve got
to build a security force, you've got to tell them we’re leaving, and
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you've got to, at some point, hit the civil war in the direction of
somebody who’s more likely to govern Iraq effectively than the cur-
rent incoherent, dysfunctional regime that’s in power.

Senator BILL NELSON. Well, youre pretty graphic in your de-
scription, here, and thank you for sharing it. In essence, what you
just said—and you tell me if I have correctly interpreted your re-
marks—is that the way the society is, and the lay of the circum-
stances, that ultimately it’s going to be a military strongman that’s
going to take over in Iraq.

General MCCAFFREY. Well, my guess is, somebody’s got to govern
Iraq, and I've met a—you know, a lot of Iraqi military officers.
They’re sort of used to being in charge of the country, and that’s
more likely the outcome. I'm not recommending it. I'd like

Senator BILL NELSON. No, I understand.

General MCCAFFREY [continuing]. A law-based state, one at
peace with its neighbors, one that isn’t suppressing, brutalizing its
own people.

And one other comment, just to add on. The embedded-trainers
thing, that Baker-Hamilton report, which I thought, you know, had
some distinguished people on it, scared me to death. I don’t want
to see 40 National Guard soldiers stuck in an Iraqi commando bat-
talion in the heart of Iraq with the U.S. combat forces out of there,
or, “Don’t worry about it, there’s a Marine battalion afloat in the
Persian Gulf, there’s a half a brigade in Kuwait.” We shouldn’t be
in there with our soldiers all over that country, our contractors all
over that country, if there’s no combat power. So, there’s some tip-
ping point.

I actually told the administration—it’s seven brigades—I just in-
vented it. Once you convince yourself you've got to go below seven
brigades, get out of there, leave the Green Zone protected with a
Marine battalion and come out, because I don’t want to see us end
up with Mogadishu, where we lose 5,000 U.S. trainers some night
when a division announces it’s no longer part of the Iraqi Army,
it’s now a Shia militia unit.

So, I'd just put that as a caution. Be careful. The only reality in
Iraq is raw military power.

Senator BILL NELSON. Well, this is, Mr. Chairman, some of the
most graphic testimony that we’ve had, either in this committee or
the Armed Services Committee.

Now, you know, what you just said—you tell me if I'm correct—
what you just said, what you expect—not what you want, but what
you expect to happen in the future, with a strongman stepping for-
ward, isn’t that the history of what we’ve seen in Iraq since it was
all cut up after World War I by the British and French?

General MCCAFFREY. Well, you start getting back there and we’ll
be lost, and we’ll never reemerge. We almost can’t end up with a
worse situation than Saddam, who—and his sons and the absolute
misery he subjected the country to, and the threat he was to their
neighbors. So, a nice, shiny two-star general, trying to build con-
sensus-based politics to hold the country together, with a strong
army and a lot of international interaction that’s positive—the six
neighbors, the Europeans, the United States—that might not be a
bad outcome. We sure as heck aren’t going to stay in there, at 100
to 1,000 killed and wounded a month, much longer.
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Senator BILL NELSON. And, although we’d not like to put the
label on it, we’re talking about another dictator.

General MCCAFFREY. Well, you know, it certainly isn’t going to
be Switzerland. And it’s hard to imagine what it could look like.
I hope it’s a country that has borders, has a national army and cur-
rency, and doesn’t brutalize its own people. And that may well be
the outcome, if we're fortunate and if the Iraqi leadership makes
some tough decisions.

I wouldn’t write them off yet. Maliki won’t be the Thomas Jeffer-
son of Iraq, but there may be others who will step forward. They’'ve
got a lot of brave, well-educated people still left there.

Senator BILL NELSON. General Odom compared what he thought
might happen to the French at Dien Bien Phu. You just outlined
the situation, if we left a training unit there—you happened to pick
the National Guard—that they could be swallowed up by us not
being able to protect them. Overall, would you agree with General
Odom that Baghdad has the possibility of becoming another Dien
Bien Phu?

General MCCAFFREY. Well, you know, I think there’s a remote
chance—the U.S. Armed Forces are so powerful and adept that it’s
a historical anomaly. We've lost armies in World War II, divisions
in Korea, brigades in Vietnam. I find it hard to imagine a U.S.
Army or Marine battalion getting overrun by anybody in the entire
country. However, I—you know, and I've warned the probable next
commander going into Iraq, there’s—I told them, I said—invented
a probability—you’ve got a 5-percent probability of fighting your
way out of that country, trying to come down 400 miles of logistic
chain, parallel to the Iranian frontier, with 15,000 al-Quds guys in
there in civilian clothes, with passive resistance on the road net-
works—this could be a huge mess, the likes of what we haven’t
seen since 1951, on the Yalu. It’s very unlikely, but military offi-
cers shouldn’t be in the business of probabilities, but capabilities.
So, again, I'm very concerned. Our retrograde operations, histori-
cally, are the most dangerous things we do, coming off the beach
at Anzio, coming out of, you know, Inchon. We've got to really
watch our step, here in the next year or two or three.

Senator BILL NELSON. General——

General MCCAFFREY. And we can’t leave our equipment there,
by—we’re not setting fire to 10 billion dollars’ worth of equipment,
and come down the roads in fighting squadrons, with millions of
refugees following us. We shouldn’t do that.

Senator BILL NELSON. General, thank you for your candor.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Corker.

Senator CORKER. Mr. Chairman, I think it’s been an outstanding
hearing, and I appreciate the witnesses for their testimony.

General McCaffrey, early on in your testimony, you talked about
being moderately optimistic. And certainly the picture you just
painted was very different, in some ways, than that. We’ve talked
a lot about political solutions in the past—and we’ve talked about
the fact that there is no military solution. It seems that you've sort
of added a different component, and that the fact is, you do not
think that we, ourselves, can have a military solution; but, in fact,
you really don’t see, in the short term, a political solution, either,
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in Iraq. But, what you envision is a military solution, on their side,
not on ours; them having the ability to maintain order through
having a well-trained Iraqi force, itself. But, you do not really see
a political solution, if you will, in the short term, in Iraq. And I
guess, as we look at conditional involvement—as has been dis-
cussed—I wonder whether it’s fruitless, in your eyes, to even talk
about that conditional involvement involving some of the political
solutions that have been laid out in earlier testimony.

General MCCAFFREY. Well, I wouldn’t think a political solution’s
impossible. I actually think it’s—if we get a provincial elections
law, and they elect regional people who are their kind of people,
if we get a hydrocarbon law and the Sunnis say, “We won’t get fro-
zen out of the wealth of this country,” if we create strong local
police, where fearful mothers in Shia and Sunni communities say,
“It’s our boys protecting us, and they won’t let militias come in and
murder us,” then there’s some granularity to that society that
would then tolerate a loose federal structure at the top, if there’s
a strong national army. So, I don’t mean to imply that this is going
to be easy to do, but the only good outcome, is, How do we get to
that goal? But, it won’t be sitting on the Iraqis—I would agree with
General Odom—for another 10 years, with 150,000 troops men-
toring Iraqi Army units. Their problem—I agree with General
Scales—their problem isn’t training. To some extent, it’s not even
leadership. We do need to leave them with equipment. They’'ve got
to find something that’s worth fighting and dying for.

Senator CORKER. So, you, in fact, do think that we ought to be
stipulating—on our side, on the policy side of this—stipulating
some political activity—benchmarks, if you will—taking place as
part of our involvement——

General MCCAFFREY. Absolutely.

Senator CORKER [continuing]. Regardless of the fact that it may
end up with a two-star general——

General MCCAFFREY. Somehow, you've got to end up with—a
provincial government’s got to be “My kind of people. I helped put
them in office. They’'ve got police, they’re going to protect me from
these other people.” In some places, in a place like Baghdad, which
is essentially 20 percent of the nation’s population, it wouldn’t be
provincial, it would be neighborhoods, “I've got to have neighbor-
hood political leadership that are my people, and police who will
keep me alive in the coming 3 years.” So, 'd—I don’t think that’s
impossible to do, it’s just going to be mostly Iraqi decisions that get
there, not U.S. decisions.

Senator CORKER. You know, the only real input a body like us
has as it relates to this war is really the funding of the war. And
the only real decision that we’re going to have to make, or we will
make between now and the next election, is going to be the supple-
mental that comes up.

General MCCAFFREY. Well, also the

Senator CORKER. And I——

General MCCAFFREY [continuing]. Economic support, sir, for the
nonmilitary component to working in Iraq and Afghanistan.
There’s got to be more than just a club. You've got to offer these
people jump-starting the economy. And that’s going to take exter-
nal resources.
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Senator CORKER. But——

General MCCAFFREY. That’s another lever.

Senator CORKER. And certainly we—many of us have talked
about at length. I guess the question I'm asking all of you, except,
I think, General Odom—I think I'm pretty clear as to where he
stands, and that’s an immediate situation—but, as we look—and 1
think all of us realize we’re disappointed at where we are. I think
General Petraeus has been an outstanding American, and certainly
our troops have been that way—but, as we move up into this next
election, really the only issue that’s going to come before us as a
body is going to be funding, and what I think I'm hearing you and
the other two witnesses saying is that we need to let things be as
they are, because this administration is not going to change course,
and hope that the next administration has a more coherent way of
dealing with Iraq. And I'd just like to hear the other two wit-
nesses—I know you shook your head in affirmation—but, to state,
you know, what are the other kind of policy things, and is that the
course you recommend, if you will, keeping things intact until the
next administration comes along.

Yes, ma’am.

Ms. FLOURNOY. I'm loathe to let this administration completely
off the hook, because I do think that there is a period—the next
10 months are very important, in the sense that we have leverage
now that we won’t have when the next administration comes in, by
virtue of the fact that the security situation may atrophy, by virtue
of the fact that the bilateral agreement probably will be concluded
by that time. So, I want to—I don’t want to let this administration
off the hook for doing as much—pushing as hard as we can in—
while it still exists. That said, I think

Senator CORKER. Not pushing. I hear

Ms. FLOURNOY. Yes. Right.

Senator CORKER. I mean—OK.

Ms. FLOURNOY. But——

Senator CORKER. Pushing toward what?

Ms. FLOURNOY. Political accommodation. Pushing the Iraqis to-
ward making the hard choices to keep—to consolidate the security
situation and keep us from sliding back to civil war.

On the funding, though, the one thing I would underscore is, as
long as we have American forces there, keeping the CERP levels
fully funded and high is critical. That money is what gives them
the flexibility to fill in the gaps where the Iraqi Government isn’t
acting, to buy, essentially, force protection for our troops. So, keep-
ing that CERP money going is absolutely critical.

Senator CORKER. General Scales.

General SCALES. Thank you, sir.

Well, first of all, let me just back away from the doomsday sce-
nario that both the gentlemen to my left have painted for you.

I've been to Iraq several times, and I've spoken to Iraqis. I
don’t—I think—I don’t see the Iraqi people as a bunch of blood-
thirsty anarchists who are just simply waiting for us to leave to get
at each other’s throats. I don’t see that. I mean, prior to Saddam’s
regime, and going back into the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, Iraq was
one of the more urbane and secular nations in the Middle East. So,
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I don’t see a withdrawal, precipitous of otherwise, leading to a com-
plete meltdown in Iraq. So, that’s my first point.

So, that’s where I think it’s important to talk about a responsible
policy for a responsible withdrawal.

And then, T'll also agree with Michele. I think the next 10
months in Iraq are absolutely critical. It’s that nexus, it’s that
point of intersection when the Iraqis wake up to see that the Amer-
icans are not going to be there, and they look around at each other
and understand that they now have responsibility for what hap-
pens in the future, and they need to be the ones to figure it out.

Another point I'll leave with you, to counter my good friend Bill
Odom, is, more than anyone else, the Iraqis are absolutely sick of
this war. The mothers of Iraq are fed up. I think that’s true. And
so, if there’s a catalyst for this, it would be this sense of social ex-
haustion that seems to be gripping the country right now, that I
think is palpable.

And the final point I'll leave with you, which I've said probably
too many times, is that the bonding agent, the catalyst, the only
institution that I think that the Iraqis can ever learn to trust, is
the military. I don’t necessarily buy into this leading to a dictator-
ship. I don’t know. I don’t think anyone knows. But, I do think that
a military force with allegiance to the state—not necessarily to a
leader, but allegiance to the state—is the long-term best hope for,
not only meeting the Iraqis’ hopes and dreams for their future, but
to help satisfy our own strategic interests in the region, as well.

Senator CORKER. Mr. Chairman, if I could just ask for a written
response on something, and I'll stop.

I thank you for that testimony. We will, obviously, be debating,
on the floor, soon, funding for the rest of this administration’s time.
I would appreciate it if you might consider, in writing to our office,
outlining some of those conditional things that you think would
leverage this particular next 10 months in an appropriate way. And
any of you who would like to respond to that, I'd love to have it.
But, if you would consider doing that in a fairly short amount of
time, at least the two of you, I would greatly appreciate it.

General ScaLEs. If it’s OK, I think Michele and I would like to
offer you sort of a—I don’t know, a combined response, if that’s all
right with you.

[The written response follows:]

I am writing to respond to the questions you submitted during the hearing spon-
sored by your committee on April 2, 2008, entitled “Iraq After the Surge: Military
Prospects.” I appreciate your close attention to the future of Iraq and the evolving
shape and magnitude of the American commitment there. The active involvement
of the Congress in these issues is absolutely vital. I look forward to doing what I
can to continue to support your efforts.

Regarding the question about a list of specific conditions for continued U.S.
engagement in Iraq, I believe there is a broad range of areas where the United
States could exercise more effective influence over the Iraqi Government. In my
view, every commitment the Iraqis want from us, in principle, should be treated as
a point of leverage for achieving our objectives, especially greater political accommo-
dation. For example, security assistance, in particular Foreign Military Sales, could
be tied to a certification that the Iraqi Security Forces is steadily increasing the per-
centage of the Army and police that are Sunni to a level that is comparable to the
percentage of the Iraqi population that is Sunni.

For a fairly comprehensive list of potential pressure points, I would urge you to
look to “The Declaration of Principles” signed by President Bush and Prime Minister
Maliki. In this document, the Iraqi Government requests assistance from the United
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States to “enhance its position in regional and international organizations,” to facili-
tate “the flow of foreign investments,” and to help Iraq “in recovering illegally
exported funds and properties.” They also ask for “forgiveness of [Iraq’s] debts,”
“accession to the World Trade Organization” and “most-favored-nation status with
the United States.” This ambitious wish list provides fertile ground for conditional
negotiations with the Iraqi Government, and the Bush administration and the Con-
gress should begin to capitalize on such opportunities immediately.

Regardless of which levers the United States chooses to pull, I strongly endorse
the idea of requiring the administration to provide a report of how future security
agreements with the Iraqis will be used as leverage to push for political accommoda-
tion in Iraq and to enable our eventual goal of military disengagement.

With respect to how troop reductions may proceed in the event of a partial draw-
down, I believe the best course of action will be to transition U.S. forces out of the
lead population security role over time and into an overwatch and assistance pos-
ture. This would involve thinning out our combat forces while refocusing our efforts
on advising and assisting the Iraqi Security Forces as they take on greater responsi-
bility. Some U.S. combat forces would still be needed for a time as quick reaction
forces and to participate in ongoing counterterrorism operations.

Finally, I am very supportive of a regional engagement mechanism as part of an
overall stabilization strategy for Iraq. A conference or series of conferences hosted
by the United Nations and attended by Iraq’s neighbors in the region would create
an important venue to facilitate foreign assistance, reduce unhelpful foreign med-
dling in Iraq, and gain the buy-in of key neighbors to address both the challenges
within Iraq as well as broader regional security issues. I would encourage the com-
mittee to examine the possible approaches the United States might take to assist
in the creation of such a conference or mechanism.

Senator CORKER. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, thank you for your patience.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you all for your testimony.

You know, General McCaffrey, if you're right and the future of
Iraq ends up being in the hands of some two-star general, which,
for me, really means a dictator, changing—what we will have ac-
complished is to change from one dictator that we did not like to
another dictator that we may like, or at least satisfy our purposes.
And isn’t it sad to have lost 4,000 American lives and spent a tril-
lion dollars for that to be the outcome?

You know, as I listened to the panel, across the board, while
there may be some degree of difference about the ultimate result,
there isn’t any difference, it seems to me, about the question that
there is undoubtedly a withdrawal to take place. Time and matters
may be the difference of opinion. If that is the case, isn’t it true
that President Bush would best serve the next President of the
United States, who either—no matter who she or he may be—as
well as the Nation, by now telling the Iraqis that we will be
transitioning out, and that the unconditional blank check that we
have given them is up? Wouldn’t the President be doing the next
President of the United States and the Nation the right thing, the
responsible thing, by sending that message now?

General McCAFFREY. Well, I think the facts of the matter are,
this administration is not going to do that. They're going to hang
in there and try and make sure it doesn’t come apart on their
watch. That’s the reality. I think all the

Senator MENENDEZ. I don’t disagree with you, but——

General MCCAFFREY. Yes.

hSenator MENENDEZ [continuing]. Wouldn’t it be the right
thing

General MCCAFFREY. Well, I think the Iraqis

Senator MENENDEZ [continuing]. The responsible thing?
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General MCCAFFREY [continuing]. Have all figured out we’re
leaving, and that that, to some extent was helpful. That’s why the
Sunnis started joining the police force and joining the army and
pushing for provincial elections and pushing for the federal govern-
ment to work in support of their objectives.

I think most everybody inside the Beltway, most everybody in-
side the Green Zone, understands we've got a limited time left in
Iraq. So, whether this President tells them that or not is almost
irrelevant.

I also don’t think we are well served, though, by having this ad-
ministration try and solve almost anything. Thank God we’ve got
Secretary Bob Gates in there, terrific leadership on the ground.
We’ll probably hold it together through the election and then tee
it up for the next team to come in and say, “What are we going
to do about this?” And the solution will probably be a couple or 3
years in the making. So

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, there’s obviously time. Wouldn’t the
clock be better served by precipitating it? I think it goes in line
with some of the suggestions that you’re making about moving
forward——

General MCCAFFREY. Well, we are——

Senator MENENDEZ [continuing]. In terms of what conditions
are——

General MCCAFFREY [continuing]. Remember, drawing down
right now. We already know we’re going down to 15 brigades.

Senator MENENDEZ. The question is, What is the ultimate goal?
And while you disagree on timeframes and conditions, you don’t
disagree on other issues—this is something that the administration
still refuses to recognize, and some who are running for President
still refuse to recognize, as well. So, I have real concerns about—
the longer we let the Iragis—maybe they know we’re going to
leave—think that we’ll hang in there, the more they will fight, as
General Petraeus, when he was here last year, said, “for power and
resources.” I don’t want to lose American lives for Iraqis to fight
over power and resources—for Iraqi politicians to do that. That’s
not why I would send the sons and daughters of America to fight
in a cause. And so, that’s my concern.

Let me ask you this. You know, I just saw what happened, and
I see the reports that came out, where, in essence, Maliki decides
to pull the trigger for more political purposes than security pur-
poses. Some U.S. officials were quoted in an article—who said that,
basically, this is Maliki firing the first salvo in upcoming elections.
His dog in that fight is that he is basically allied with the Badr
Corps against forces loyal to Sadr. It’s not a pretty picture. This is
how U.S. troops should be dragged in, by the determination of
Maliki to do something that is politically propitious for him, but
isn’t, at the core, security issues? I mean, when are we going to
change those dynamics? Is there any disagreement on that?

General MCCAFFREY. No, you know, I think that’s a reality on
the ground in Iraq.

Senator MENENDEZ. Let me, then, go to the final question. It’s
about soft power, which we have forgotten about. I agree that there
are some things that still should be done. But, you know, 43 per-
cent of Iraq’s population currently lives in absolute poverty; 19 per-
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cent of Iraqis’ children suffered from malnutrition prior to the war,
today it’s 28 percent. Last year, 75 percent of Iraqi elementary-
aged children attended school, according to the Iraqi Ministry of
Education; now it’s only 30 percent. Fifty percent of Iraqis lacked
regular access to clean water prior to 2003; now it’s 70 percent.
Only 50 of the 142 U.S.-funded primary health centers are open to
the public, and 62 percent of Iraqgis surveyed in a February poll
rated the availability of medical care as “quite bad” or “very bad.”
We are now $25 billion later appropriated to Iraq in foreign assist-
ance funding. How do we think that we’re going to do anything to
change those dynamics to make a difference, if these are the
results, the statistics, where the figures on children suffering from
malnutrition are greater today than before the invasion, where the
percentage, in terms of access to clean water, is significantly
higher, for lack of access to clean water, than it was prior to the
invasion, where there are less Iraqi children, by well over half—
75 percent last year, 30 percent this year? How much more money
does it take before we do this right? What would you suggest? I'm
sure you're going to say, and I've heard in your written testimony,
a reference to assistance. But, that seems to me that we have
thrown the assistance down the drain.

Ms. FLOURNOY. If I could, sir, I don’t think it’s a matter of pro-
viding lots more—you know, billions of dollars of additional U.S.
assistance. I think this is get—I mean, Iraq has vast oil wealth,
and what’s keeping that wealth from being appropriately distrib-
uted to meet the basic needs of the population are the fundamental
political issues inside the country, and that’s—again, I think it’s
not a matter of lacking money, it is a matter that the money isn’t
going where it should go. And that’s, again, where we need to focus
on rolling up our sleeves and getting in to try to help broker and
negotiate political compromises between the factions inside Iraq.
And we have been loathe to do that, even though we’ve been occu-
pying their country for 5 years.

Senator MENENDEZ. And a final question, as my time’s up, I
know what it is to be waiting—so, the bottom line is

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, go ahead.

Senator MENENDEZ. If

The CHAIRMAN. I'll let everybody have more time.

Senator MENENDEZ. If, $25 billion later, that soft-power leverage
didn’t produce anything—and I agree with you that Iraq has its
own resources, but this is a struggle over power and resources, and
those who have it don’t want to give it up to those who don’t. And
so, what is the leverage tool that you're suggesting? If we’re going
to not start telling them we’re going to get out, which is a message
on the security side, if we spent $25 billion and that didn’t produce
any leverage for them to move to political reconciliation, power-
sharing, and the sharing of the national patrimony, what is our
leverage, at this point, to try to get them to do that? What would
you suggest?

Ms. FLOURNOY. We never used the $25 billion as leverage. That’s
my point. We never used

Senator MENENDEZ. So, in other words, we need——

Ms. FLOURNOY [continuing]. It as leverage.
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Senator MENENDEZ. And so, my question, then to you, would be,
Do we need to suggest that there will be more money used——

Ms. FLOURNOY. No. I think——

Senator MENENDEZ [continuing]. To create leverage?

Ms. FLOURNOY. I think that when you look at the—what’s being
negotiated in the bilateral agreement, from longer term security
assistance to political support to issues of economic investment—
not so much assistance, but, sort of, investment and trade relations
and that kind of thing—all of those things provide us with lever-
age. But, the administration has been unwilling to link those issues
to movement on political accommodation. And that, I think, is a
huge opportunity missed.

Senator MENENDEZ. I agree with you on linkages, as well as
benchmarks, which this administration resisted, then adopted, and
then kept moving the goal posts.

But, on that last point, about the long-term strategic security, 1
agree with the chairman, that is something that has to come before
this Senate, because, to me, it has all the aspects of a treaty. And
without it coming to the Senate, I would be strongly opposed to it,
and would join others here to try to make sure that the Senate has
a voice.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Voinovich.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We've spent roughly $600 billion on the war in Iraq, so far—mili-
tary operations, base security, reconstruction, foreign aid, Embassy
costs, and veterans health care. In fiscal year 2008, we’ve spent an
average of $10 billion per month in Iraq. The Congressional Budget
Office estimates that if we continue to drawdown gradually, we will
continue spending about $100 billion per year for the next 5 years,
and $77 billion per year for another 4 years after that from fiscal
year 2014 to 2018.

In February, CBO projected that the future war costs from fiscal
year 2009 through fiscal year 2018 could range from $440 billion,
if troop levels remain at 30 brigades by 2010, to $1 trillion, if troop
levels fell to 75,000 by 2013.

Under these scenarios, CBO projects that funding for Iraq,
Afghanistan, the global war on terror, could reach from $1.1 trillion
to about $1.7 trillion from fiscal year 2001 to 2018. But, none of
the war costs have actually been paid for. They've been added to
the national tab. This is the first war that I know where we
haven’t asked the American people to sacrifice and to pay for it.

Ms. Flournoy, you said that the Army has told the Government
Accountability Office it will take between $12 and $13 billion per
year to replace lost, damaged, and worn equipment for the duration
of the war in Iraq and at least 2 years beyond. The Marine Corps
estimates it will need $15.6 billion to reset its equipment. Bringing
the National Guard’s equipment stock up to even 75 percent of
authorized level will take $22 billion over the next 5 years. In the
current budgetary environment, the military services are strug-
gling to balance resources between reconstituting current stocks
and modernizing for the future.
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I raise these issues because I'm concerned that the health of our
military and the long-term fiscal health of our Nation is really in
great jeopardy today. This is a serious national security issue for
the economy and the future of our country.

When are we going to recognize that we need to balance our
budget and plan for long-term investments in our military and
other domestic infrastructure? When will we have sacrificed
enough lives and families and future investment in the country to
say that we’ve done the best that we can in Iraq, and we need to
start moving in another direction and reduce additional costs to our
country?

Now, there’s no question at all, from what I have heard today,
that all of you say that because of circumstances we’re going to
have to withdraw from Iraq, that it’s got to be done. Now, the issue
is, How is it going to be done?

Last year, several of us tried to get this administration to reduce
the surge troops and then come back to us and lay out a plan on
how it would reconstitute our involvement in Iraq. We almost had
enough votes to get it done, but we failed because of a date of when
it was supposed to happen. Do we just let the status quo continue,
trust the administration, and let it go? Or does this Congress, does
this Senate, start to take some action in regard to this situation?

Now the administration will come back to Congress and ask for
more money. Congress has never said to the administration, “In
order to get the money, we want to know what the plan is, in terms
of the withdrawal.” From what I've heard from the witnesses here
today, it would not be a bad idea if Iraq knew for sure that we
were going to withdraw. Also, when I was in Egypt, I talked with
its Foreign Minister. The Egyptians are concerned. The Saudis are
concerned. The other neighbors are concerned. And if they know
we're withdrawing from Iraq, don’t you believe that, because
they’re concerned about what’s going to happen in the region, they
will come to the table and start exercising as much leverage as
they can on the Iraqi Sunnis and Shiites to say, “Let’s work this
out™ And though it is said that withdrawal could bring about a
civil war, my attitude is that we may have a civil war anyhow, re-
gardless of what we do. About Mr. Sadr, 3 years ago I said, “This
guy wants to be the next Ayatollah of Iraq.” Study his family
history. He was out of commission for about 6 months, and people
said he would no longer be involved—I heard that from some
responsible people in the administration. I said, “You know what
I think?” I said, “He’s in Iran, upgrading his religious qualifications
to put himself in a position where, when the Grand Ayatollah Ali
al-Sistani is gone from Iraq, Sadr may be the guy that runs the
country.

So, what actions should we take to get the administration to lay
out a clear vision for our future involvement in Iraq? We have an
administration who basically says, “Stay out of our way. Trust us.
We'’re going to handle that.” What should we do, as Members of the
U.S. Senate, to get an exit strategy on track? Because I believe
that, if we wait and let the current situation meander down the
stream, it’s going to be a lot worse than if we take action now to
change it.
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I'll never forget when I was Governor of Ohio and the legislators
said to me, “You shouldn’t make the cuts.” I said, “We are in deep
trouble here. We have got to make the cuts.” They said, “You don’t
have to do it.” I started to make the cuts. I said, “If we don’t start
making the cuts now, then when we finally have to do it, it’s going
to be a lot worse.”

I'd like your—all of your reactions.

General OpoM. Can I applaud everything you’ve said. And I
didn’t even know some of the fiscal detail, and I'm glad to learn
that.

I've been asked many times, not only by Members of the Senate,
but also House Members, “What do we do? What do we do?” I've
suggested the Constitution says you have two powers, the budget
and impeachment. Now, you pass budgets, and the President turns
them down or won’t let you get one through. There’s one other
thing you can do with the money leverage. You could just refuse
to appropriate a bill, or to pass a bill for him to veto. So, if you
want to bring this to a halt, it’s in the power of this Congress.

General SCALES. Sir, ’'d—you do have the power of the purse.
And I think Bill is right in that regard.

But, let me offer you one caution. Last time we did this, in the
1970s, when I was a captain—I guess I had just made major—a lot
of the spillover of this effort to get out of Vietnam, at the end of
the day, wound up on the shoulders of the young men and women
who were serving in uniform. And legislation, regardless of how it’s
handled, is a blunt instrument, as you know.

I'd just offer a caution. As the military begins to move out, and
as you see these bills coming due, a couple of points. No. 1 is, reset-
ting equipment is not as important as resetting people. I've been
to Iraq, and I have good friends whose sons and daughters have
been killed and wounded by what’s happened recently. And I will
tell you that I hope that we go the extra mile to take care of them
and——

Senator VOINOVICH. OK. But, what I'm saying is——

General SCALES. Yes, sir.

Senator VOINOVICH [continuing]. The administration should have
some public position that basically says, “This is the plan”

General SCALES. Yes, sir.

Senator VOINOVICH [continuing]. “And we know we have to do it,
and here is what we are going to do.” And we should make it clear
to the Iraqi people and say, “Take advantage of the opportunity
that you have while we are still there.” Send the message out to
the neighbors in the region, “We’re not leaving the entire region.
We will be there, but we are on our way out of Iraq. We have fin-
ished our military engagement there. We paid the money and we
lost the lives. We have 28,000 people who have come home, half of
whom are going to be disabled the rest of their lives. It is now time
for you to do this.” And we've——

General SCALES. Sir, I

Senator VOINOVICH [continuing]. Given them enough time.

General SCALES. Yes, sir. I have no argument with that. My only
point back to you is, just be careful, so that we don’t wind up hurt-
ing those who we're trying to help.
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Ms. FLOURNOY. Sir, if I could just add, you know, I actually don’t
believe that all Iraqis think we’re on our way out. I think that
they—many of them are watching our elections very closely, and
think it could, you know, be a “stay the course” approach or a, you
know, phased-transition approach.

So, I think, for this body to send a bipartisan signal that we are
beginning a transition, and our posture will change, and our strat-
egy will change, and we want to do it in a way that maximizes—
that protects our interests and tries to avoid civil and regional war,
but we are beginning a transition—I think, a bipartisan signal
from this body, how—whatever it looks like, would be very power-
ful. Iraqis watch our politics very closely, and I don’t think the
message is fully received that that transition is about to start
occurring.

Senator VOINOVICH. OK. Does anybody think that we should just
stay the course we are on right now and then let the next adminis-
tration come in and pick up the baton and deal with it?

Barry.

General MCCAFFREY. Well, it’s an odd situation. By the way, the
last time I was over here—Senator Biden asked me to testify—I
was pretty strong in my rebuke of Congress. Under Article I of the
Constitution, you have the responsibility to raise and support an
army and navy. You have the treaty power, the impeachment
power, the power of the purse, on and on. And I think Congress
has been entirely missing at the debate. The Democrats—and I'm
nonpartisan—the Democrats have been missing in action, fearful of
being contaminated, as lacking patriotism and courage. And the
Republican Party has stayed with Secretary Rumsfeld when he was
leading us over the edge of a cliff. So, I would want you to be intro-
spective in your own role in this.

We've had lonely voices. Senator Biden has certainly been one of
them, from the start. Senator Hagel and others. But, I think it’s
time for Congress to act. And I cannot imagine that the war will—
first of all, the American people don’t support continuation of the
current strategy. It’s over. And, therefore, Congress will soon re-
flect that reality. And I think Congress does have to step up. But,
in the short term, there won’t be—nobody is going to step forward
and tell a President, “Draw down to five brigades by the time you
leave office.” It’s just not going to happen. So, what we do want is
the next administration—and I think Michele’s comment—bipar-
tisan is the key. This shouldn’t be a partisan matter. This is, you
know, the American Armed Forces at risk. This is our national se-
curity policy. And you’ve got to step up, in the next administration,
and make sure you shape their thinking. This is the dominant
branch of government. You know, I say that—I apologize for saying
it that way, but I teach American government, the last 10 years,
and that’s what you are. So, good luck in your deliberations.

The CHAIRMAN. Lots of luck——

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. Certainly.

First, let me ask unanimous consent that my entire statement be
made part of the record.
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[The prepared statement of Senator Cardin follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, U.S. SENATOR FROM
MARYLAND

We are here today—after more than 5 years, 4,000 lives lost, 30,000 wounded, and
$600 billion spent—to once again reevaluate our country’s strategy in Iraq. I wel-
come this discussion. Because I continue to believe it is imperative that we change
course now; not next month, not next year.

I first want to pay tribute to our troops and diplomats serving in Iraq with such
courage and competence. I am humbled again and again by their skill and their sac-
rifice. Bearing witness to their service fuels my own conviction that we, our Nation’s
civilian leaders, owe them a strategy in Iraq and a global foreign policy that is wor-
thy of their commitment.

I've always believed invading Iraq was a mistake. I voted against granting our
President that authority in 2003. I have opposed, from the beginning, the way this
administration carried out that effort once begun. Its strategy—I think everyone
now agrees—was naive and fatally flawed. But as much as we might wish it, we
cannot change the past. This war was recklessly begun; we’ve got to find the smart-
est, most prudent way to end it.

In a speech on January 10, 2007, announcing our “New Way Forward,” the Presi-
dent explained his new “surge” strategy to end the conflict in Iraq. By adding 30,000
additional troops, “over time, we can expect . . . growing trust and cooperation from
Baghdad’s residents. When this happens, daily life will improve, Iraqis will gain
confidence in their leaders, and the government will have the breathing space it
needs to make progress in other critical areas.” By pouring all our military
resources into Iraq we were supposed to improve security and provide the govern-
ment there the room to reach political reconciliation.

But even the President recognized that, and I quote, “A successful strategy for
Iraq goes beyond military operations. . . . So America will hold the Iraqi Govern-
ment to the benchmarks it has announced.”

In March, General Petraeus was quoted in a Washington Post interview saying,
“no one” in the U.S. and Iraqi Governments “feels that there has been sufficient
progress by any means in the area of national reconciliation,” or in the provision
of basic public services. Only 3 of the 18 benchmarks have been accomplished.

Thanks to the excellent work of our troops, and several unrelated factors—the
Sadr cease-fire, the Sunni “Awakening,” and, tragically, ethnic cleansing—violence
in Iraq decreased from its highest and most appalling levels. But the Iraqi Govern-
ment did not take advantage of relative calm to reach accommodation among its
various factions. Local political and militia groups continue to struggle to amass
power. Recent violence in Basra and Baghdad demonstrate that our troops continue
to referee a multitude of civil wars and political power struggles—Shia on Shia in
Basra and Baghdad, Shia on Sunni, Kurdish on Sunni, and the list goes on.

Desperate for security, we are undermining our goal of stability. We are arming
and paying Sunni militia to combat al-Qaeda in Iraq, we arm Shia militia allied
with Iran to combat other Shia militia that oppose the central government. I have
yet to hear a clear strategy for how we will unite these disparate armed forces
under the central government.

Four million Iraqgis have been displaced by this conflict. Half are in neighboring
countries. All are running out of money creating a humanitarian and a security cri-
sis throughout the region. If all were to try and return home, it would be chaos.
We aren’t doing what we need to do to resolve the crisis.

Nowhere in arming opposing militias, our involvement in intra-Shia violence, or
our neglect of the growing refugee crisis, do I see evidence of a long-term strategy
toward stability that will outlast our unsustainable military presence.

So, this summer, we will be in a familiar place. Just as when the President
announced the “surge,” we will have over 130,000 troops in Iraq, unacceptable
sectarian violence, 4 million Iraqis displaced, and no political reconciliation to show
for our efforts. We need a new strategy in Iraq.

We have several experts before this committee today. I want to hear what you
think our objectives should be given the political reality on the ground in Iraq and
the reality of our military capacity. What are your recommendations for what tactics
we should employ to reach those goals?

If possible, I would like to hear from you how we should balance the needs in Iraq
against the reality of needs elsewhere in the world including Afghanistan and Paki-
stan, and the reality of new and growing needs here at home.

For years, some of us have been calling for a new approach; one that includes a
changed military mission. Instead of refereeing warring factions, our troops should
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focus on training, counterterrorism, and force protection. Because that mission calls
for fewer troops, we should continue phased redeployment past this July. Any effort
must include stepped-up diplomacy. We need our Nation’s most senior officials
engaged in bringing other nations and international entities such as the United
N%iiions and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) to the
table.

The world has an interest in a safe and secure Iraq. But in working toward that
end, we cannot ignore other competing needs around the world and at home. We
need a more thoughtful approach that will protect our troops and our All-Volunteer
Force, step up our diplomatic efforts, and internationalize the effort to bring sta-
bility to that country and to the Middle East.

Senator CARDIN. Let me continue this discussion, because I do
think it is extremely helpful.

It’s interesting that the President’s justification for increasing
our troop levels in Iraq over the past year was to give some breath-
ing space to the Iraqi political situation. He understood, as many
of us agree, that we need a political solution to what was hap-
pening in Iraq. Now, my colleague, Senator Voinovich, has gone
through the sacrifices that America has made, and I opposed this
war from the beginning, and have been very critical of the manner
in which it’s been managed. But, I was certainly hopeful that we
would have seen more political progress by this date.

We're now discussing an important question. What do we do in
the next 10 months of this administration? What can be done? And
I certainly believe that Congress needs to take decisive action. And
I hope we can find a bipartisan manner to do that, a course of
action that could garner a significant number of votes so that we
can overcome the procedural problems that we have in the United
States Senate. I think that will take a good-faith effort by the lead-
ers of both of our parties. And I think there is a growing consensus
that Congress needs to take action that addresses the realities of
the situation in Iraq. Realistically, American troops can not stay in-
definitely as is required under the current course in Iraq.

Let me explain why I think the increased American troop levels
in Iraq were a total failure. There’s been virtually no political
progress made over the last year. Now, when I take a look, histori-
cally, at how we’ve been able to make progress for peace in trou-
bled parts of the world, whether it’'s Northern Ireland or South
Africa or Bosnia, there were courageous political leaders, that were
prepared to make concessions in order to bring about peace. So, I
guess my first question to our panel is, Can you identify any polit-
ical party in Iraq, or any potential leader there, that’s really pre-
pared to step forward and make the type of concessions that are
necessary to instill confidence in the Iraqi people that there could
be a central authority that would respect the rights of all the peo-
ple of Iraq? Do we have that type of political party or leader that
we can work with?

Ms. FLOURNOY. If I could, sir. I met a number of Iraqis, at the
local level, who are exactly those kinds of people, but they are not
empowered in the current political process. They are not the people
who gained power in the last set of elections. And this is one of the
reasons why I think so many people put emphasis on provincial
elections, that there are, sort of, grassroots leaders who are doing
real things for their community, and who understand the impor-
tance of serving a constituency, but they aren’t the people in power
in Iraq right now.
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Senator CARDIN. Do we have any leaders that are currently in
power that we could work on?

General ODOM. Can I

Senator CARDIN. Certainly. General.

General ODOM. Pardon?

Senator CARDIN. General.

General ODOM. You know, there’s no historical precedent, that I
know, for political consolidation in a place like Iran, without a war.
I don’t—we’re just talking academically, theoretically. It’s got noth-
ing to do with the real world, to talk about some kind of—some fel-
low stepping forward, or this, that, and the other. Can you imagine
some European power, in the United States, 1868, trying to get Jef-
ferson Davis and Abraham Lincoln to negotiate a peace? No way.
That’s where you are. Even worse. There are many more sides.

There—Senator Voinovich, I wanted to say, in addition to your
comments, I don’t know any case where we’ve provided aid to for-
eign countries that are in wars like this, where we don’t end up
funding both sides. The more money you put in, the worse it is. I
wrote a book on this, comparing several alternative—several cases.
In every case, the worst thing you can do is give a country money.
As Michele, I think, said, in here, or someone else, there’s plenty
of money in the oil, and the issue is who’s going to get it. So

Senator CARDIN. The other question, of course, is that if there’s
to be progress made in the next 10 months, then there needs to be
workable compromises so that the oil revenues, in fact, can be used
to help the people of Iraq. Is there any——

General OpoM. That’s not going to happen.

Senator CARDIN. Is there any hope that there could be significant
progress in the next 10 months, in that regard?

Ms. FLOURNOY. The oil revenue is actually being distributed, de
facto, to the provinces, based on, sort of, prior census information
in Iraq. But, the problem—without a law, it’s not reliable, and peo-
ple feel they can’t count on it. It’s haphazard, it happens late, it
may or may not happen in the future. So, the legal framework is
key to giving the—particularly the Sunnis—the confidence that
they are going to get a share of the Iraqi wealth and the economy
that they can use to build on in the future. That’s why the law is
so important.

Senator CARDIN. I just want to make sure that there are no fur-
ther replies from any of the witnesses as to whether there is any
national party or leader that we could rely upon. I see that there’s
no real desire to go further on that.

I want to raise one more question—one more point, if I might,
in the time I have remaining, and that’s an issue that has not been
raised today, and that is Iraq’s refugee problem. I don’t see how we
are going to develop a stable country with so many milllions of
Iraqis displaced in and outside Iraq. We now have over 4 million
displaced people in Iraq; 2.2 million, I believe, is the most recent
number, within Iraq itself; there’s now over a million, I believe, in
Jordan and Iran and Syria. Is there any game plan for dealing with
the refugee issue, or is this just being pushed down the road, say-
ing, “Once we resolve Irag—or once Iraq resolves itself, then we’ll
worry about the refugees” Is anyone trying to figure out a com-
prehensive strategy for addressing this issue?
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Ms. FLOURNOY. We met with the new U.N.—the Secretary Gen-
eral’s representative there, who is a very inspiring figure, actually,
and they are working on plans for dealing with the return of inter-
nally displaced people. They're very concerned that the return of
some of those refugees and IDPs will be a spark for fighting, as
people come back, find their homes occupied by someone of another
sect, you know, battle

Senator CARDIN. Right.

Ms. FLOURNOY [continuing]. Fighting ensues, and so forth. So, I
think the U.N. is working on that, but it is not front and center
in the Iraqi Government’s list of priorities, and not much is actu-
ally being done, in a practical way, to deal with the magnitude of
the problem. They’re dealing with a few dozen families a week
right now, but the magnitude of the problem is overwhelming.

Senator CARDIN. Well, I think the refugee issue is a critical one
that no one has really allocated appropriate thought or planning.
If we get to a stage where we have a political opportunity to make
advancements, the refugee issues are going to become a huge prob-
lem. And I can tell you, the countries in which most of the external
displaced people—are looking to the International Community for
some assistance in this regard, and we’ve been very quiet; the
United States has not provided, I think, the necessary leadership
on this issue.

So, I'd just come back to the point. If we're expecting to make
progress in the next 10 months, and I'm inclined to agree with the
advice that the panel has given us, that the Congress needs to
exert itself in the strongest possible way we can, that the current
policies have failed, and we need a new plan in Iraq. We should
make that plan as strong as we can, getting the broadest possible
support, so it is a bipartisan—a true bipartisan statement. And if
we can do that, a new bipartisan strategy would be the best thing
we can get done. I don’t know whether we have enough support for
it, quite frankly, in the Senate. It’s something we need to explore.
We've tried. We've tried to compromise on the way forward, and no
matter what the proposal we don’t seem to be able to get to that
60-vote margin that’s required in the Senate.

But, I think we need to continue to work toward a new strategy.
But, as we continue to work in Congress, what I find difficult to
accept is that I don’t believe this administration is conducting its
own planning. I don’t believe this administration has realistically
determined how you can make the necessary political progress, un-
derstanding it has to come from the Iraqis. Yes, the United States
needs to be direct in prodding the Iraqis to move in the right direc-
tions, and we need to use every point of leverage we can, including
our international influence, to make that happen. But, realistically,
what I'm hearing from our experts, is that the current Iraqi leader-
ship is not capable, or willing, to do what is necessary.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Webb. As my mother would say, “God love you.” Thank
you for waiting.

Senator WEBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It would seem that everything that can be said has been said. I
had to leave the hearing for a while, but I was watching most of
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it from my office. I had another meeting I had to go through. But,
I did want to come back and raise a few points.

The first thing I would like to say is that—and I've read all the
testimony and listened to most of it—on the testimony that relates
to your point, Ms. Flournoy, I'd like to offer a little bit of a different
suggestion here. When you talk about “the options that we have
are unconditional engagement, unconditional disengagement, or
conditional engagement,” my view would be that what we really
should be pursuing is conditional disengagement. We should be
making it very clear that we are on our way out, subject to certain
conditions, in many ways tantamount to what the Nixon doctrine
was saying in the early 1970s, that if there were external attack
or if there were issues of international terrorism that clearly are
broader than Iraq, we would reserve the right to take military ac-
tion, but that we’re on the way out. I don’t think we should be put-
ting ourselves in the situation of withdrawing our forces only based
on circumstances that relate to performance of the Iraqis, which is
a situation that we can’t control.

And, in that regard, you also mentioned in your statement, that
you believe that the only way to take advantage of security gains
is to use our remaining leverage to push various Iraqi actors
toward political accommodation. I would just like to say that I
strongly believe that the only way that we’re going to really resolve
this is through regional cooperation. And when you have situations
that have had this much disagreement and violence, it’s almost im-
possible to push those factions into some sort of an accommodation
purely from the inside.

And an analogy is, I worked a good bit of time on the normaliza-
tion of relations with Vietnam. I still work on that issue. You have
two entities there that conducted a great deal of violence toward
each other, for reasons that I supported, from our national perspec-
tive. But then, after the war was over, the Communist government
was absolutely brutal to the people who were on the other side, and
that’s probably the most irresolvable issue. But, we’re still unable
to say that those two entities should be making peace between
themselves, without some sort of an outside bridge. And that’s why
I've continued to say, over and over again for the last 4 years, that
the way to resolve this is with a strong statement of purpose that
we are going to remove our forces off of the local defense, the
street-by-street-level military action, and to assist in the creation
of an international umbrella under which we can solve this
problem.

I strongly agree with General Odom that the question is not
training the Iraqis. I think the Iraqis have shown, in many cases,
they know how to fight. I think the insurgency demonstrates that.
The Iraqi military, in the past, demonstrated that. They fight their
own way. The way that they handled our initial invasion was a
classic example of asymmetric warfare. They weren’t going to take
the hit, but they were going to blend back away from where we
were and then come back in, piecemeal. The question is whether
they want to fight, which is something that was also brought up.

And then, finally, General McCaffrey, I listened to what you
were saying a few minutes ago about how most of the blame be-
longs here in the Congress for congressional inaction. I would like
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to offer a different perspective on that. I remember, last year, when
you testified, and one of the things that you mentioned in the testi-
mony was the Article I power of the Congress with respect to the
army and the navy. I can remember actually having a conversation
with you, because there were two separate clauses. The army
clause is different than the navy clause. The Congress has the
power to raise and maintain an army. It is required to maintain
a navy. That does give the Congress the authority to set things into
motion. I would agree with you that the vote that was taken to set
this war into motion was a very regrettable experience for this
country. And I was doing my best, as someone who was not in the
Congress at the time, to provide a warning voice on that matter.

From my perspective, the greatest failure since that time, and
perhaps, to a certain extent, before that time has come from the
highest-ranking leadership of the military and the retired military.
I think that there are too many senior military officers who, either
for reasons of loyalty or reasons of political alignment with the
Bush administration, or because they were doing business with
companies that made it very difficult for them to make these judg-
ments, didn’t speak out. They didn’t speak out, like General Odom
spoke out. They didn’t speak out like Tony Zinni spoke out, or
didn’t take the risks that people like Greg Newbold and General
Shinseki took in their positions.

As someone who grew up in the United States military as a son
of a career military officer, who served in the military, has a son
who’s served in Iraq, as well as a son-in-law, that puzzles me.
Looking back on it, I think that is the most regrettable reason of
where we are.

We need the people—like the Greg Newbolds of the world, the
General Odoms—to be speaking out honestly—loyalty to the coun-
try, but finding a solution here, so that we can move forward and
face our true strategic concerns around the world.

General MCCAFFREY. Yes; let me, if I may, though, say that I
don’t think Congress bears a preponderance of the responsibility at
all, if I left that impression. I do think Congress was sadly lacking
in the debate. Their only power is not some narrow governance of
the Armed Forces, or setting the——

Senator WEBB. Well, General, I certainly would agree with you,
in terms of the debate that set this into motion. And once it went
into motion, it’s very difficult to stop, from a congressional perspec-
tive.

General MCCAFFREY. I agree.

Senator WEBB. And the Congress, in the last year and 4 months,
at least from the Democratic side—and I don’t mean to make this
a party issue—we have tried, time and again, and every single
issue that is connected to Iraq has been elevated to a filibuster, in-
cluding an amendment that I put forward that basically said, “As
long as you’ve been deployed, you should have that much time at
home.” As someone who has had a dad deployed, who’s been
deployed, who’s had a son deployed, to me that was just common
sense. But, even that took on political overtones. So, the Congress
may have been paralyzed, but I don’t think that Congress has been
AWOL.
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General MCCAFFREY. No, I agree. And, by the way, make sure
you add my name to the list of people that spoke up, in writing in
the Wall Street Journal, on day five of the war. So, I’ve been pretty
critical of Rumsfeld and his crew for getting us—for starting the
mess we've been—and I also don’t disagree with your view that the
senior military leadership has been more compliant than they
should have been.

Senator WEBB. I think a lot of us who have long experienced the
national security affairs saw this coming. I wrote a piece in the
Washington Post, 6 months before the invasion, and I said there
would be no exit strategy, because they did not intend to leave.
There were a lot of people who could see that. And we have to do
what we can now to repair the damage that has been done to our
country, to our reputation around the world, and to our ability to
aildress the issues that we were supposed to be facing in the first
place.

General MCCAFFREY. Yes.

Ms. FLOURNOY. Senator, might I respond to your first couple of
comments?

It’s interesting that you should mention “conditional disengage-
ment.” We're actually in the midst of a heated internal debate at
CNAS as to whether we’ve got the name of our strategy correct or
not, and the other option is “conditional disengagement.” So, you
may see that change, over time.

And I couldn’t agree with you more——

Senator WEBB. I think that puts the place of the United States
in the right——

Ms. FLOURNOY. Right.

Senator WEBB [continuing]. Spot if you were to use——

Ms. FLOURNOY. Yeah. I mean, I think if:

Senator WEBB [continuing]. That terminology.

Ms. FLOURNOY [continuing]. You're talking about the military di-
mension, that’s probably more fitting. I think if you're talking
about broader—all the tools of power, there’ll be continued engage-
ment in Iraq over time. You know, but I do think it’s an important
framing issue that we're in discussion on.

On the regional point, I couldn’t agree with you more, and I—
forgive me for leaving that out. There cannot be any—you know,
we absolutely have to push the Iraqis, internally, to make the hard
choices, but they can’t do that without a broader context of regional
agreement and regional cooperation and some sort of support
for——

Senator WEBB. You know, as I said, the Vietnamese experience
is a good microcosm. I started going back to Vietnam in 1991, and
my concern was always the people who were with us on the battle-
field, who were left behind. A million of them went to reeducation
camps, et cetera. They were lost in the debate. We were talking
about our Vietnam veterans. We were talking about what the Com-
munist soldiers have done. And when I would raise it to, for in-
stance, the Secretary General, the lineal descendant in the job of
Ho Chi Minh—he would say, “I have mothers who have lost five
sons fighting for the Communist side. You can’t tell me to go give
the South Vietnam veteran the same veteran benefit as my guy. I
can’t do it.” And the people who fought with us were so bitter about
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the reeducation camp experiences, they don’t talk. So, you need
that kind of a bridge. And very much so in Iraq, because there are
so many of these countries that are playing under the table, that
have interests. And the best way to deal with it is to bring them
out in the open, in terms of what they’re willing to commit, nation-
ally, toward a solution there.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know——

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

I just—we’re going to be—there are going to be an awful lot of
volumes written, in the next decade, about who knew what, when,
and who said what, when. And that’s all legitimate. The thing that
always amazes me is, the context in which that vote took place was
how to avoid war, not how to go to war. Everybody now says they
all knew we were going to war. That’s not what the President per-
sonally assured me and other people. That’s not what he had done.
He had acted rationally for 6 months prior in Afghanistan. There
was no reason to believe he would be irrational, as he turned out
to be, in my view. But, that debate will never be won today and
I predict to you, you're going to see our neocon friends, very promi-
nent ones—some of the names have been mentioned—I'll bet you
they—in the next 2 years, you’re going to hear a book coming out
from some of the most prominent ones, saying, “You know, if the
President had just listened to me and allowed us to put in a dic-
tator from the first—from the get-go, we would have been OK.” So,
there’s going to be a lot of this.

But, let me conclude by making—raising one point, not for an an-
swer, because I've trespassed on your time much too long, but
maybe for you to think about, and if you’re inclined to respond in
writing—if not, you all know me well enough, I'll pick up the phone
and call you and ask you.

One of the things that Senator Webb, who’s been very forward-
thinking on this whole area for a long time, said—he gave the anal-
ogy of Vietnam, and he began going back, in 1990. I would respect-
fully suggest, in 1990 we still had credibility in the world. We still
had credibility, and even credibility in Vietnam. I would respect-
fully suggest we have no credibility. We have no credibility in Iragq,
we have no—among the factions—we have no credibility in the re-
gion, and we have no credibility with our allies and our antago-
nists, as it relates to Iraq, anywhere in the world.

I tell that old bad joke, General Odom, about the guy who—my
baseball coach in college told me, and I'm going to change the
name. George was a star centerfielder. In the first three innings,
George makes three errors. He never makes errors. He made three
errors. Coach says—calls timeout and says, “George, youre out,”
and he puts in Barry. And Barry goes in, play resumes, first pitch,
routine fly ball to centerfield to Barry, hits his glove, and he drops
it. Coach goes crazy, calls timeout, and says, “Barry, you’re out.”
And he’s crossing the third base line, he grabs Barry by the num-
ber, and says, “Barry, what in the devil’s the matter with you?”
And Barry looks at the coach and says, “Coach, George screwed up
centerfield so badly, no one can play it.” [Laughter.]

Well, the truth is, George has screwed up centerfield so badly,
we do not have, in my humble opinion, the credibility to be the cat-
alyst to do the things you're talking about.
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Which leads me to my parting question, not for you to have to
answer now, unless you—if you want to, you can, but I'm not ask-
ing you to. When I put forward the plan General McCaffrey ref-
erenced—two plans, actually—I pointed out that—this federal sys-
tem—time worked against accomplishing it. The more time, the
more water over the dam, the harder it was to establish a rational
political way out of Iraq. And we might have to change our policy
as we moved along, because this President has squandered, in my
view, so many opportunities to keep a bad thing from getting
worse. But, one of the things I do think is necessary—everyone
talks about the need for regional engagement—us engaging within
the region, but also, by implication, the region engaging as it
relates to a solution with regard to Iraq.

And here’s my point. One of the things I think we always vastly,
in my 34 years, 35 years as a Senator—knowing that all Con-
gresses can do is respond to foreign policy—the blunt instruments
in the Constitution are just that, theyre pretty blunt—is that we
always underestimate the stake that the observers have in the out-
come of our actions. Case in point: As the French President told
me—the previous French President told me, the worse mistake you
ever made was going to Iraq, the only bigger mistake would be for
you to leave, because he has 14 percent of his population that is
Arab, and he’s worried about it being—he was worried about it
being radicalized. The Germans know if this thing goes as badly as
it might, they’re going to have somewhere between 500 and 1 mil-
lion Kurds beating the path to their doorstep, if things go really
badly. The Iranians, this—I find this ridiculous assertion that the
Iranians and Ahmadinejad really means what he says was, “Leave,
and we’ll take care of it.” The last thing they want to take care of
is an all-out Shia war with Arab Shia, and deciding who to pick.
The last thing Syria needs is us to leave, and leave in chaos. Saudi
Arabia. But, we don’t play any of those cards.

And so, here’s what—my question. I have been proposing—and
actually went and asked for a meeting with the Permanent Five of
the Security Council. Now it’s—how long ago? Almost a year ago.
And they were kind enough to meet with me, for almost 2 hours.
And I asked the question of each of their Ambassadors, including
our Ambassador, who’s there. And I said, “What would you do if
the President of the United States came to you and said, ‘I want
the Permanent Five of the Security Council-—mot us, the Perma-
nent Five—to call an international conference on Iraq, where the
Security Council members, the Permanent Five, invited each of the
stakeholders in the region to the meeting and, ahead of time, we
were able to work out, among the major powers, the broad outlines
of a political settlement for Iraqg—what would you do?” Without
naming the ambassador, one ambassador said, “The first question
I'd say is, ‘Mr. President, what took you so long?’” Literally.

Then, I asked each of them, including our own, “Would you par-
ticipate?” And the answer was, “Absolutely,” they were certain
their governments would.

So, my question is, If I am correct—and I may not be—that we
have virtually no credibility with the players—other than to be able
to threaten to withhold, Michele, that’s a credible—a credible tool
we have—but, if we have no credibility, or little credibility, isn’t the
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vehicle by which we begin to deal—whether it’s your proposal, Gen-
eral Odom, knowing we’re going to have to stay in the region, we
can’t leave the region, or whether it’s a proposal of any of the rest
of you all, whom have said, “You’ve got to engage the other play-
ers,” you can’t make it to Basra—my staff just was down in
Kuwait, we're talking about them being able to have flow-through
with equipment no more than one brigade every month and a half
or so, just to physically get out. So, we’re going to need a lot of co-
operation. So, doesn’t it make sense—or, does it make sense for us
to quietly initiate a proposal through the Permanent Five, or
maybe others, to call for that regional conference, to begin to set
the stakes as to what the nature—the broad nature of this political
arrangement’s going to have to be in Iraq? Because I think a lot
of the players in Irag—and I've been there as much as anybody, I
know most of them personally, I've spoken with virtually—I actu-
ally haven’t spoken to Sadr, and I haven’t spoken to Sistani. I
think they’re the only two. And my impression, just as a plain, old
politician, is, they’re each looking for somebody to say, “The devil
made me do it. I didn’t want to make this compromise. I didn’t
want to have to do this, but we have no choice.”

So, I would just raise with you, again—I'm asking—I will ask
you not to answer it now—but to think about whether or not there
is any utility, not in the sort of goo-goo good-government, feel-good
internationalist environment that we’re going to get the Inter-
national Community involvement, but is there a practical benefit
by having the major powers first meet and negotiate what—the
outcome they’re looking for, generically, and then to bring in the
regional powers, to put pressure on the domestic powers inside
Iraq, to figure out how we can more easily leave with the least
amount of blood, carnage, damage, and whatever?

That’s the thing I'd like to, maybe, be able to pick up the phone
and call you all about over the next couple of weeks to see what
you think.

I truly appreciate it. You’ve been a brilliant panel, and you've
added greatly to our knowledge base.

Thank you very, very much.

We're adjourned until 2:30, when we’ll have another distin-
guished panel to discuss the political ramifications, as if we didn’t
discuss it this morning.

[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

BRIEFING SLIDES PRESENTED BY GEN BARRY R. MCCAFFREY DURING HIS TESTIMONY

(19¥) vsn ‘|esauan
AauyyenosiN "y Aueg

8002 UoJe|\ 61 ‘Aepsaupap

doysyiopp JuswiuodiAug bunesadQ juior

INOJ4rsn
10} uoljejuasaid

ANINNOYIANI NVEdN 3HL NI
SNOILLVY3dO AYVLITIN X31dINOD




74

800C Y24EN 61
Aaugeno "y Aueg (4) N3O

‘alnin4 ayj piemo| Bujoo .

JUSWIUOJIAUT ueqin 8y} ul suoneladQ AtejfiiN
901404 AieyljiN Buisn .

uejsiueybyly » belsj ul siepp syl

JUSWIUOJIAUT
|euoneusa)u| ay) adeys 0} S|00| [UOEN -

abua|leyn Alunoag |euoiieN juadind ayj o

1X3LINOD .E




75

8002 YoIelN 61

‘lenelun o) BuiuuiBaq si @210) JeqWo2 punolb in
Rouye0o "y Aueg () N3D | } bulutibeq st saloy 1EQqUIoo p o

(AVN “4egho/eoeds ‘710 ‘Vzzd) "pepunuapun Ajssoib sitamod Jie |eqolb 's'N

‘gal||e 1no pue a|doad uesusWY By}
0} 1eauy} [ediouud ay) sulewss ABojouyos) pue saje)s uoleu g Jo uonelayijold sy

"Juslayooul sulewsal
pue ‘boddns |euoissa.Buoo syoe| ‘paoinosal-1apun A|ssolb si AjuNoss puejswoH

‘(eulyey| Buipuelsyim jou) | |/6 aouls Ajgeinseaww panoldwi sey AJUnoas puejawoH

‘Buimolb pue ‘asuajul
‘|eslaniun si uonelsiuiwpy 8y} pue Aaijod ubiaio} "S'N plemo} Ajisowiue [eqo|o

‘sale
ino pue ‘g°n ey} o} Jabuep abny e sulewsal pue paydiow sey Jealy) }sliolis) ey

‘pabewep
Ajpeq pue pajepiwijul usaq aney "S'n ey} Buiusiealy) suoljeziueblo jsuolis) 8y |

JONITIVHO ALRINO3S TVNOILVN LNJMAUND FHL



76

8002 UdieN 61
Aauyedo 'Y Aueg (4) N3O

uonuaaieu| AlejjiNe

UoIOY USA0D.

uoluidQ pHopA Buideys «

soAljefiu] uoljelayl|oiduoy e

uoleladoo”) JuswaoIoug MeT [BUOIIBUISIU] »
|0JJUOD) SWLIY/e

2oue)sIssy juaswdojana( |euoljeulaiule

Aoewoldiqe.

5

ININNONYIANS TVNOILVN¥ILNI
3H1 3dVHS Ol ST1001




77

800¢ Yaiely 61
Raugeno o Aueg (¥) N3O

‘Bupjoe| s1 yoddns
|euoissalbuoy ‘poddns Alejsbpng 'g'n wus)-Buoj ‘pasueyus Jnoyim Alanodal 2ILIOUOIS UIBJSNS JOUUED bel)

, ‘Awly *s N 8y Bupjealq ale spp
"800z Jequieoa Aq sepebiiq 1equiod aajam) o} umop 186 03 Juuidioo} Jiay) eonpel 0} pesu $8210) JBGLIOD ‘SN

.m:::u_ﬁ:oumhm_u:m:amoﬁrmmacto:mﬁﬁ vﬂh mmc_G<.wo:_>oi_mac<v:m umuummm :_
|eAs] |eONoE) B JE Jealy) isipeyll ubiaio) auy) Bunesjep ui papassons Ajsbie| ey ssalod suoljeladQ [e10ads ‘SN

'SpINY pue sjuung
3y} 0} 1no yoeal 0} ainssalid 'S n o} puodsal 0} BujuuiBag mou s| Juswulanob pajeuiwop elys ey} ‘1enamoH
‘1snJjsip pue Jes) yim paddub s uoijeu ay| “uaxoIq S| 90UBUISACS) ‘|BUCIOUNISAP S| UCHENSIUILPY DR 8y L

Juswdinbe
pue ‘juswdojanep diysiepes| ‘Buiuiel} uj SHOYS MaU SNOWIOUS JO SO0} BY} Mou ale 29)jod Ibes) 3y ‘paddinbs
Al@ienbape jou ||is a1k Asy) ‘1anemoH 1By o) Bulim s1ow yonw pue ‘BuimolB ‘[eal si Awly 1besj ay

"$9010} IbBJ| pUB "S°N YIM 211 8sE82, ASEBUN UB UlBjUlBW S8210) BIIjIW BIYS SOy “Alnoas paoueyus Apesib
aney sdnoib uazni) |e00T pausssuo), ‘asuodsal aAlIsod MOYS SIUUNS By} UIM SY|E] UCHEI|IDU0D [eol)ljod

‘paonpal Jeymallos ale Asyin] pue ‘ellAS ‘UBl] Yum suoisua] jse]
3|pPIN 2y} ul Aojjod Ayinoas |euoijeu pue ubiaioy Bupiedss Ajlaanoays aie sory Aleja1oag pue sajes) Aiejesoes

. ‘Buindsul-ame
Ajdwis ag 0} @nuUOD $89104 JBqWIOD "S N JO S|INs Aousbinsul-1ajunod pue ‘ssauaaioaye Bunyby ‘sjelow sy

“Jep N0 beI| 82U punose pauiny aney
JOpESSEqLUY SE 180017 Ueky pue bel| ul Japuewiwog Juior Se sneeljad aAB( [eiauas) Jo sjuswiuiodde ay

¥31139 JHL Y04 IONVHO JILVAVYA V — DV



78

8002 YoielN 61
Aeugenow " Aueg (4) N3O

‘Pe9| 8y}
se IN| 1daq 2)e1s yum - Hoye sy 1oy Buipuny sieyy paseasoul Ajuesyiubis sey uopelsiuilupy auy| juswdojarsp
2JLIOUODS SAJBUISYE 82IN0Sal A|SAISSEW puE -- uoseas Buimolb yoee sdoio wnido sy} ajedipels 1SN app

“Buipuny Jo sjaAs] Mau [eljuelsgns pue ‘yuswdinba paseasoul

Apeaib ‘siojusw ueliAIe pue Aejjiw .w.ﬂ 10 SWId) Ul Aem auyy uo si djay - Janemol ainjonuisesul soljod
|euoneu ajenbape oe| pue ‘paules} pue paj Ajjood ydnuioo ‘paddinbe Ajpeq aie Aay] (3sixe Ajjeuiwiou aslj0d
JeuolieN ueybjy 000‘09) "SESIE |BINS PUB UEBGIN Ylog Ul Japlo Buiysijge)sa o] [eliA ale 80104 |euolieN ueybyy syl

.ucoh_._owmh._mu::>_umnw_>c.t< :mrme ms._..m:o_«m_mnou_w__c_m>_wmwhmmmvcm.m:ommm._:ooaw.;m_m
sdooy) asay) '|esauab U] "Aiojsiy s,uejsiueybly Ul 8210) AIBY|IL aA}08YS pue ‘pauldiosip }SOW 8y} 2Je SISIP|oS
asey] ‘AI0}s $$890NS SNOLLIOUS UE S| 82104 Awuy |euoiieN ueyBly 1oj sdool} 000'0S Jo uonead pides ay |

"siesn Bnip o M.oom
*Asuow |eullwD Ul uoljig ¢ "Aijunos Bunoiyes) pue Buppnpold ujoiay jsablie| s,plJoM au} Os|e S| pue -- m ddod
wnido s,plOM 3Y) JO %G6) Z00Z Ul Wnido Jo SUo} 0OO6 UeU) a1ow paonpold Yoiym a)ejs-02JeN B S| uejsiueyByy

“AjIgIXa)) PUBIWOS INO pasealoul Ajjeonewelp sey
[I1BNOI ue( [elsuas) 'S'N Aq pUBLIWIOD 4yS| wo uoidwinsse ay| "puey Je 3Se} 8y} Joj pedinosal-lapun A|snoues
SI OLVN ‘1easmoH ‘ydwniy e s juswuianob ueybyy suy Buiioddns ul ajo1 pes| B Jo 01N Aq uondwnsse ey

‘$80104 ueipeuenlig ulol o} uejsiueyBly uiaynos

0} Buifojdap mou ale sa010} BuLle .w.ﬁ leuonippy ('S’ coowww —sdooJ} 000‘ 0¥ puE suoleu ku "Joya alus
2y} Jo} pea| sey mou O1VN (sepeblqg Aljueul om]) "uelsiueybyy u) $8210) JBQUIOD ‘SN %mmmmhoc_ Apuesiiubis
aney am — Ajgjeunuod “Jeak 1sed ayy ul Ajpidel paiyisusiul sey ueqie] eyj jsuiebe Buiybiy Jo [aas| sy L

.umoz. sy} pue sioqybiau sy yim sa1} 21Wou0oe pue olewoldip aaloe pue ‘ssaid aauy e ‘Auly paul|dios
‘Buimosb Apides e ‘Awouods Buidojansp e Jusiuianob onelsowsap BulBBnis B Yjim UOEU B 0} - JUSWUISAO
J0 @ouasqe 8y} pue ‘AeAod ‘2ouB|oIA SSB|PUILL O UOIIEN)IS B WO panow sey sieak xis u| uelsiueybly

TRI3d NI NVLSINVHOAV




79

8002 Yoien 61
Kaugeno "o Aueg (4) N3O

"JUSLLIUOJIAUS UBQIN BU} Ul suolesado Jequiod pIOAE - ||e 8A0qY
‘spue| uBleloy 8|13soy Jo uoiedndo0o PIOAY
“1EqWO9 punolb papus)xe pIoAY

9010}
Areypw ynm BuieuBis [eaiyjod, pioae — pundiamydss, 8y} 10} 09

-jamod [eAeu g uie — abesans| yos) ybiy asn
‘iesianpe JNOA unjs 0} 82US|OIA BullujayMIBA0 88N
"s)yby Jiey ut 396 3,uoQ

‘sdo [eioeds ‘uondacap ‘saljje ‘Yn|q ‘@dualislep - dlepem pIoAY

32U 04 ANUVLITIN ONISN




80

8002 Yolely 61
faugeoop 'y Aueg (¥) N3O

‘A)1D "S°'N e ul jealy) pawle ue yym buijesp
JI se pajonpuod -- suoljesad meT Jo sy .

'saAN0algo

Aiejijiw Buineiyoe Jjo uieb ayy sybiamino

ainjonJiseljul 0] abewep jewiuiw pue uole|ndod
ay} Jo A1ejes -- suonesadQ pauiessuo) .

(uonuaniayul
aniund 1o pajuadwil si 82104 8y} JO |[BAIAING)
‘|BJIA pue 8jeipawiwl ale
saAljoalgo Aeyljiw -- suonesadQ Aysuajuj ybiH -

SNOILVYIdO NVEN wz_t_mwﬁé




81

8002 Yoie 61
Aauyenon o Aueg () N3O

Koewnibs)
|euoijeusajul uieb -- suonjesado jeuonjeu-NN — ;9 o

‘Aipides seol0) "g°N Joy diysiepes| o1wou0ds/eanijod
‘feyjiw ‘eoijod -- snouabipul aynysqng — ;G o

uone|ndod ay) pasenbajes pue josjuod Ajjesibojoyshsd — i
slepes| Aoy ainjded — |1 — 8)e20] — p,E -
sonuaAe ajeujwop -- ulelld) Aay az1eg — puZ -
saljljiqesau|najealy) Awaug —
uiels) uewnH —

urens) |eaishyd -
aouabiPu — s -

LVEINOD NVEN 4O STILINORIC, L,




82

800Z YoIBN 61
Rauyeop Y Aueg (4) N3O

"SJ0JOB Jealy) Jawwey -- ,Saul pay,, }19S -

‘(saAnuaoul aAnIsod) pliyy |04U0D
‘puooas uonosjoud ‘ysaiy Ayubip -- uoneindod .

‘AlljIgejunoooe
pue ‘seoinosal ‘Alioyjne -- azjjesjuad-aq -

‘leob e jou
-- UOI}JIPUOD B S| U0I}08)0.d 92104 -- }Sdl} UOISSIA -

‘(sebenbue|) sjdoad sy} Buowe -- asiadsiq -

SNOILYY3dO NVEdN 40 wo.poﬁ&




83

800Z Yotel 61
ReueDop o Aueg (4) N3O .
UOI}BjUOIUOD OjLLIoU0da/[eanjod/Ale|iw
[BuonounySAp pIoAE |IM N -- 8]13s0Y 10w moib ||Im suolje|al BISSNY-'S N

‘uoddns juejsied noyim
a|geusjun aq pjnom uejsiueybyy ul uoiisod JnO B|gEISUN S| UBISIEH Ul Uolen)s ay |

‘LL/6
-aid uey) Jayaq A|qeINSESWIL] MOU BB BIPU| Y)IM SUONJE|S) 2ILUOUOIS pUE |edljljod

"Jomod Aleylji 92104 Jie pue [eAeu olioed Jofew e se sablawa D¥d
8y} se uane Buoljs ulewal 0} SNURUOD [[IM BUIYD U}M SUOCHE|SI DILIOUODS pue [edii|od

"UOHEASIUILPY 1Xau 8y} yum aacidwi Ajjeonewelp [m adoing yyim suonejay

*AjlINo8s |eulajUl pue §80104 paully Jiay) o sailjigeded
ay) anoldwi Apealb pue ‘Ajjigels ulejulew ‘@Z|UISPOW 0} SNURUOD [|IM BIgelY IpneS

"asusjul
210w UaAa molb |Im uonesadood [eoiyjod pue ‘Alejjiw ‘olwoucds assueder — ‘SN

‘fousling ‘g'n pausyeam

A|sso.6 e pue ‘s|jejuoys ainjipuadxa/enuanal xXe) ‘s)oljep aouejeq apel} 'sasealou)
2oud |10 ‘umop)jalu 1aylew ypaio ay) :Aq pesneo uoissadal ‘g n Bulwoo| ay) eydsap
— sog|dieytew [eqolB ay) ul [am Ajawaixa op 0} aNUUOI [jIm AWOUo2d SN YL

JAUNLNE IHL QUVMOL ONIMOOT E



84

8002 YoIEN 61

AeiyeDon Y Aueg (4) N3O
‘uonl|eod Aueyljiw-1es|onu e ajeald
[IIM Sgely IuUNS 8yl NS ueisiad ayj ul Ajjigejsul — Jesjanu ob |m uey)

‘ABsjelis Aoijod ubialoy |euocibal eouawy
-ulje "S’N ou aABY SN |10 pue AjjIgesul -- ZaAey D YIM UOIBIUOIUOD

"Syjuow
9¢ ulypm seabnyal 000'0GZ — Uoissaldal Jo umop)ew -- 0JSED JO Yiesp ay|

‘abus|eys
ay} 0} dn dajs Jou [|Im s8Iy INO "S224N0S3J "G’ MaU SAISSEW U}M arodwl
Kew uonenys ay] ‘snosabuep aq [Im uelsiueybly Ul sieak aAl 1xau sy

"(Yyyuow Jad uoljiig Z1$ -
PSpUnom pUE paiint S 000'PE) "UOHELSIUIWPY }X3U BU} JO SYIUOW O ISIl
ay} ur mespypm Ajable| |Im s8210) ‘SN pue azijigess [|im bel| ur sisuo sy

"WJS) 1811 S,UoNBASIUILPY 1X8U 8y} Bulnp BoLaWY Je aXL}S ||IM S)S1IoLB |

‘Jamod Jesjonu |euoibal snolabuep
sy} 1o} Buipue| yos e ajey|ioe) }Ishw ap ‘Lede swoo ||Im eai0y YLON

(PenuURUO)) UNLNA IHL QUVMOL ONIMOOT




IRAQ AFTER THE SURGE: POLITICAL
PROSPECTS

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 2, 2008 (P.M.)

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:37 p.m., in room
SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Joseph R. Biden, Jr.
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Biden, Kerry, Feingold, Boxer, Bill Nelson,
Cardin, Lugar, Hagel, Corker, Murkowski, Isakson, and Barrasso.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR.,
U.S. SENATOR FROM DELAWARE

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order. We thank our
witnesses, all of them, for being here, and intrepid press, who after
a long hearing this morning, came back this afternoon. All of—all
the witnesses we have this afternoon have spent a considerable
amount of time in Iraq and all have provided very insightful com-
mentary in Iraq over the period of the last several years.

Yahia Said—I hope I pronounced that correctly—is Director of
Middle East and North Africa at the Revenue Watch Institute. Dr.
Stephen Biddle is a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions. And Nir Rosen is a fellow at the Center on Law and Security
at New York University.

Fifteen months ago when the President announced his surge of
an additional 30,000 American forces into Iraq, he made clear that
his strategic purpose was to bide time and space for the Iraqis to
come together with a political solution. Today, we look forward to
the assessment of each of our witnesses on the progress on that
central rational for the surge, what political progress has been
made. In short, we want to know whether or not you believe the
surge has achieved this strategic purpose. Do the laws approved by
the Iraqi Government in recent months on de-Baathification am-
nesty, provincial powers, suggest that we have turned the corner,
or Iraqis main political force is still pulling in very different direc-
tions. What does the violence in Basra, the restlessness of the
Sunni Awakening movements, and tensions over Kirkuk tell us
about Iraq’s political development? Is Basra to be celebrated as a
sign of progress as the President suggests, or as the—I was just
watching earlier today, just on the way over here, Admiral Fallon’s
comments saying that the jury is out on whether or not it’s a suc-
cess or failure—or is it an indication of a bitter and complex power
struggle with Iran’s influence growing and Sadr emerging stronger?
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Can the administration’s current approach lead to a resolution of
the fundamental political differences in Iraq? If not, how should we
be changing our policy?

The administration believes that deals struck in the Green Zone
among a narrow cast of actors can resolve Iraq’s political disputes.
That may be, I wonder whether that’s true though. Provincial elec-
tions in the fall are being proclaimed as the next game-changer, re-
flecting the triumph of hope over experience. And we are told that
we must continue to support a strong central government, when
that government does not enjoy the trust of very many Iraqis, and
has virtually no capacity to deliver security and services. We are
told there is not a fundamentally different way to more actively in-
volve Iraqi’s neighbors and the major powers in collectively pro-
moting a political solution.

Iraq’s neighbors have created working groups on border security,
refugees, and electricity. But, we’ve told them to stay out of the
central political issues, where they could, in my view, have the
greatest political impact, and where they have an incentive to help,
because Iraq’s instability may spill over their borders.

Maybe the current policy is the best we can do to secure the fun-
damental interest in leaving Iraq without leaving chaos behind, but
I'm not sure that’s true, I don’t believe that. It seems to me that
we can and must do a lot better. So I look forward, we all do, to
the analysis of the underlying political dynamics in Iraq and for
the ideas of our witnesses of how we can best promote—what I
think is the ultimate objective—sustainable political progress, self-
sustaining political progress in the coming months. I look forward
to hearing your testimony, and I now turn over to Chairman
Lugar.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD G. LUGAR. U.S.
SENATOR FROM INDIANA

Senator LUGAR. Well thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
I join you in welcoming our distinguished witnesses to this after-
noon’s session, which will focus, as you pointed out, on the political
situation in Iraq. We appreciate this opportunity to hear insights
and engage the witnesses in a discussion of United States policy
options.

This morning we discussed the security dynamics in Iraq, which
are inextricably linked to the political outcome. Last year, our
national debate framed two independent steps of a surge strategy.
We were attempting first to reduce the violence in Iraq through the
application of additional American troops, better training of Iraqi
forces, tactics aimed at sustaining stability in key neighborhoods.
And second, we were hoping to use the so-called breathing space
created by improved security to induce Iraqi political leaders to in-
clude meaningful compromises on governance and power-sharing.

Conditions on the ground in many areas of Iraq improved during
the past year. This progress has helped to save lives and has raised
hopes that transforming political compromises would follow. But
overall, progress by the central government in Baghdad on achiev-
ing political benchmarks has been disappointing and Iraqi factions
have been reluctant to negotiate power-sharing arrangements in an
uncertain environment.
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Meanwhile, the United States took advantage of Sunni disillu-
sionment with al-Qaeda forces, the Sadr factions desire for a cease-
fire, and other factors to construct multiple cease-fire agreements
with tribal and sectarian leaders. Tens of thousands of Iraqi
Sunnis, who previously had sheltered al-Qaeda and targeted Amer-
icans, joined Awakening councils, drawn by their interest in self-
preservation and United States payments. This bottom-up ap-
proach remains the most dynamic political development in Iraq,
but it is uncertain whether it can be translated into a more sus-
tainable political accommodation or whether its utility is only in
Froviding a temporary and tenuous system of interlocking cease-
ires.

The violence of the past week is a troubling reminder of the fra-
gility of the security situation in Iraq and the unpredictability of
the political rivalries that have made definitive solutions so dif-
ficult. Even if compromises are made, they have to be preserved
and translated into a sustainable national reconciliation among the
Iraqi populace. And that reconciliation would have to be resilient
enough to withstand blood-feuds, government corruption, brain
drain, calculated terrorist acts, and external interference that will
challenge social order. It would also have to be strong enough to
overcome the holes in responsible governance that are likely to con-
tinue to afflict Iraq.

As the government and competing factions maneuver politically,
there has to be greater attention to improving the basic functions
of government, upon which popular support depends. This includes
competently managing Iraq’s oil wells, overseeing reconstruction
programs, delivering government assistance to the provinces, and
creating jobs.

I'll be interested to hear from our witnesses their assessments of
whether the bottom-up approach of voluntary cease-fires can be in-
stitutionalized over the long term, and whether it is still possible
to invigorate the top-down model of political accommodation in
Baghdad.

I thank the chairman for calling this hearing and look forward
to our discussion. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Gentleman, again thank you for being here. And if you’d proceed
in the order you're introduced, I'd appreciate it.

Mr. Said, please.

STATEMENT OF YAHIA SAID, DIRECTOR FOR MIDDLE EAST
AND NORTH AFRICA, REVENUE WATCH INSTITUTE, NEW
YORK, NY

Mr. Saip. Thank you very much, gentlemen. I'm honored to
be here for the second time. I had the honor and the pleasure to
speak here on the first hearing before the surge. And at the time
I sounded skeptical about the likelihood of the surge achieving its
objectives, particularly in the political area.

I feel obliged, several months hence, and responsible to say that
I think, on the whole, the surge has been successful. The approach,
the politics that were involved in the surge have interacted with
dynamics that were already on the ground in Iraq, in significantly
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reducing the levels of violence and creating the, sort of, breathing
space that one hopes could bring political progress.

In my notes, I will again sound, very skeptical notes, about the
likelihood of political progress, but I think it’s very important to
admit, as a student of Iraq and as a observer of Iraq, that the
surge has been, surprisingly from my perspective, effective.

The CHAIRMAN. Sir, you just lost all credibility. The only witness
to ever come before us and acknowledge that maybe what you said
before wasn’t accurate. I think we should dismiss this witness.
[Laughter.]

This hasn’t happened in 35 years since I've been here. Thank
you.

Mr. SAID. One of the issues I was asked to talk about is national
reconciliation. And national reconciliation has been taking place in
Iraq over the past year. It has a different form than what has been
envisioned, in terms of formal process. The fact that Sunni insur-
gents have decided that al-Qaeda is the biggest threat to them and
to their communities and decided to turn their guns on them,
that’s—that’s national reconciliation. The fact that the Sadrists
have decided to distance themselves from the special groups and
have decided to predominantly observe a cease-fire, that’s a very
important sign of national reconciliation.

The general backlash that one feels—perceptive backlash in Iraq
against sectarianism, that has prompted politicians and clerics to
stop preaching hate, to stop preaching sectarianism, that’s a true
sign of national reconciliation. And I don’t want to sound too opti-
mistic here, the violence, the murder that took place in 2006 will
leave very deep scars in society, and historical experience shows
that countries that go through such bloodshed often relapse into
conflict. But I think that what we see in Iraq today, in terms of
backlash, even the events in Basra, which showed how Iraqis are
really not prepared, are really fed up with the violence and the
chaos and want to move on in a more calm and civilized way is a
real sign of national reconciliation.

Unfortunately, almost the opposite is happening on the political
front. The reduction in the violence is leading those who are in
power, who have control of the Government in Baghdad for the last
5 years, to seek to entrench themselves in power, to preempt any
challenges to their power. The Government in Baghdad has been,
now for a year, running without half of its ministers, who have
quit, from the Iraqi Islamic Party, from the Iraqi list, from other
opposition groups. And some of these have been desperately trying
to find a face-saving way back into government and have not been
allowed. And the government has been essentially run by three po-
litical parties, the two Kurdish parties and the Supreme Islamic
Council. So it’s a narrowly defined government, confined